
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Overview

Operable Unit (OU) 2-12, Perched Water System, is the second OU to be addressed within
Waste Area Group (WAG) 2, Test Reactor Area at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory

(INEL). A Proposed Plan was released June 26, 1992, with a public comment period from July

6 to August 5, 1992. The Proposed Plan recommended that no remedial action of the Perched
Water System was necessary. This responsiveness summary provides a summarization of

comments received during the comment period and responses to the summarized comments.

Background on Community Involvement

To announce the beginning of the Perched Water investigation project, public informational

meetings were held in late July 1991 in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow.
The meetings were to explain how the Comprehensive Environmental Resource, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) process works and to introduce the Perched Water System site

investigation project to the public. These informational meetings were announced via the INEL

Reporter newsletter, which is distributed to the INEL employees as well as the general public;

through newspaper and radio advertisements; and an INEL press release. Personal phone calls
were made to key individuals, environmental groups, and organizations by the INEL field offices
in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. The Community Relations Plan Coordinator also made calls

to community leaders in Idaho Falls and Moscow.

When the investigation was complete, a Notice of Availability for the Proposed Plan for

the remedial action of the Perched Water System was published June 26, 1992 in the Post

Register (Idaho Falls), Idaho State Journal (Pocatello), Times News (Twin Falls), Idaho
Statesman (Boise), and Daily News (Moscow/Pullman). A similar newspaper advertisement

appeared in the same newspapers the following week repeating the public meeting locations and

times. Personal phone calls, as noted above, were also made to inform interested individuals and

groups about the opportunity to comment.

The Proposed Plan for the remedial action of the Perched Water System was mailed

June 26, 1992, to 6,500 individuals on the INEL mailing list. It included a cover letter from the

Director of the Environmental Restoration Division of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Idaho Field Office urging citizens to comment on the Proposed Plan and to attend public

meetings. Copies of the Proposed Plan and the entire Administrative Record are available to the

public in six regional INEL information repositories: the [NEL Technical Library in Idaho Falls;

and city libraries in Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Twin Falls, Boise, and Moscow. The original

documents comprising the Administrative Record are located at the INEL Technical Library;

copies from the originals are present in the five other libraries. These copies were placed in the

information repository sections or at the reference desk in each of these libraries.

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Perched Water System was held
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from July 6 to August 5, 1992. No requests for extensions were made. Technical briefings were
conducted via speaker phone to interested members of the public in Twin Falls, Moscow, and
Pocatello on July 13, 14, and 15, 1992, respectively. Public meetings were held July 20, 21, 22,
and 23, 1992 in Idaho Falls, Burley, Boise, and Moscow, respectively. At these meetings,
representatives from DOE, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the State of Idaho
Department of Health and Welfare discussed the project, answered questions, and received public
comments. Verbatim transcripts of each public meeting were prepared by a court reporter.

A Responsiveness Summary has been prepared as part of the Record of Decision. All
verbal comments, as given at the public meetings, and all written comments, as submitted, are
repeated verbatim in the Administrative Record for the Record of Decision. Those comments
are annotated to indicate which response in the Responsiveness Summary addresses each
comment. It should be noted that the Responsiveness Summary groups similar comments
together, summarizes them, and provides a single response for each comment group. This Record
of Decision presents the selected no action alternative for the Perched Water System OU at the
INEL, selected in accordance with CERCLA, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act, and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). The decision for this OU is based on the information in the
Administrative Record.

Summary of Comments Received During Public Comment Period

Comments and questions raised during the Perched Water System public comment period
on the Proposed Plan are summarized briefly below. The comment period was held from July 6
to August 5, 1992. Many of the questions were answered at the public meeting as reflected in
the transcripts in the Administrative Record file. Comments and questions on a variety of

subjects not specific to the Perched Water System Proposed Plan were recorded. Those subjects
included nuclear materials production, diversion of cleanup funds, and the need for the EPA to
establish MCLs for several radionuclides, metals, and anions. Responses to those comments are
not included in this Responsiveness Summary. Additional information on these unrelated topics
can be obtained from the INEL Public Affairs Office in Idaho Falls or at the local INEL offices
in Pocatello, Twin Falls, and Boise. Comments and questions regarding community participation
in general were referred to the INEL Community Relations Coordinator and will be addressed
during updates to the Community Relations Plan. Questions on the Perched Water System
submitted during the formal comment period, including those provided during the public
meetings, are categorized below.

Remedial Investigation

L Comment: Commenters question DOE's characterization of the size of the contaminated
perched water zone. As noted in a comment on the Remedial Investigation Report from
IDHW, the wells along the northeast margin of the Perched Water System are too deep to
adequately represent water levels. (W1-5, W8-2, T2-4)
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Response: This issue was identified in IDHW's January 1992, comments on the Remedial
Investigation Report. The concern was resolved as follows: The size of the deep perched
zone is estimated from water-level measurements in deep perched zone wells. These wells
measure the thickness of the deep Perched Water System above the 150-foot interbed (150
feet below land surface) upon which the water is perched. It is true that the deep perched
water could extend farther to the northeast than is illustrated in the figures in the Remedial
Investigation Report. Although the lateral extent of the deep perched zone to the northeast
is not fully constrained by dry perched wells which would indicate the extent of perched
water, water levels in wells such as PW-7, USGS-72, USGS-74, USGS-66, and USGS-71,
indicate that the perched water zone tapers laterally, allowing a reasonable approximation
of the edge and, therefore, the size of the perched zone. Model results are based on a
perched water body with no confining boundary conditions, thus simulating a more
laterally extensive system (worst-case) than is observed. Therefore, defining the exact
edge of the entire Perched Water System is not crucial for modeling the system.

2. Comment: Commenters state that no evidence is presented to show there is no interaction
between percolating water from the Big Lost River when it flows near the Test Reactor
Area, and the deep perched water from the wastewater ponds at the Test Reactor Area.
(W5-6, W5-7, W5-8)

Response: Section 3.5.3 of the Remedial Investigation Report discusses the influence of
the Big Lost River on the Perched Water System. The evaluation accounts for flow in the
Big Lost River in conjunction with wastewater discharges to the Test Reactor Area ponds.
Flow in the Big Lost River has at times created a perched water body near the Test
Reactor Area that influenced the deep Perched Water System. The water from Big Lost
River recharge appeared to have a short term "damming" effect on movement of water
from the Perched Water System beneath the Test Reactor Area as discussed in Section
3.5.3.1 of the Remedial Investigation Report. However, contaminant concentrations were
not significantly affected. The model did not include interaction between the Big Lost
River and the Perched Water System beneath the Test Reactor Area because historic
observations do not indicate a consistent or significant pattern of interaction. The three-
year review will evaluate this assumption and others upon which this decision is based to
ensure that the assumptions remain valid and that health and the environment are being
protected.

3. Comment: Commenters state that the possibility of floods and earthquakes should not be
ignored. The Test Reactor Area appears to be in the flood plain of the Big Lost River.
(T4-10, W5-4, W5-6)

Response: The possible effects to the ,Perched Water System from the occurrence of a
catastrophic event (e.g., an earthquake or volcanic activity) were addressed in a qualitative
sense to understand the potential effect of such events on the Perched Water System. Big

Lost River flooding was addressed in Section 3.5 of the Remedial Investigation Report.
The results of the evaluation indicate that because of the long recurrence intervals between
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these events and the predicted dissipation of the Perched Water System (i.e., 7 years after
wastewater discharge ceases) these events would have minimal impact on the Perched
Water System.

Contaminants

4. Comment: Commenters state that the use of mean contaminant concentrations in risk
assessment is inappropriate because it understates risk. The risk assessment should be
repeated based on a model that considers the highest contaminant concentrations. (T4-2,
T4-7, T4-20, W1-9, W6-2, W7-3, W8-4)

Response: The mean concentrations presented in Table 1 of the Proposed Plan were not
used to conduct the risk assessment. Table 1 of the Proposed Plan included mean
concentrations from the shallow and deep perched zones and the Snake River Plain Aquifer
in order to provide a summary of the levels of contamination found during the
investigation. The table was not intended to represent the exposure values used in the risk
assessment. The exposure assessment was based on exposure concentrations predicted by
the groundwater model. The intent of the modeling effort was to provide a mathematical
representation of the movement of water and contaminants in the perched water system and
was based on all available data. Once the model was found to adequately represent the
system, it was used to predict future contaminant concentrations which would reach the
Snake River Plain Aquifer. The model attempted to evaluate the upper-bound of the
exposure concentrations by evaluating contaminant concentrations in the upper part of the
aquifer before any dilution effects could occur. The risk assessment calculations were
based on output concentrations from the model. The future scenario risk calculations were
based on the modeled concentrations for the contaminants of concern at the year 2115.
These concentrations are listed in Table 6. The concentrations were then assumed to
remain constant throughout the thirty-year exposure period ending in 2145. For the near-
term calculations, the average modeled concentrations for each of the five near-term thirty-
year periods were used for tritium, chromium, and cadmium. These concentrations are
listed in Table 9.

5. Comment: Commenters raise concerns about data presented in Table 1 (page A-7) of the
Proposed Plan. Some commenters feel drinking water standards for several radionuclides
should have been provided. (Ti-15, T2-6, W1-10, W8-5)

Response: Table 1 of the Proposed Plan identifies the drinking water standard for beta
and gamma emitting radionuclides at 4 millirem/year. It is acknowledged that the levels
of radionuclides in the shallow perched zone exceed drinking water standards. With
respect to identifying specific radionuclide standards in the Proposed Plan, the National
Primary Drinking Water Regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 141) state that "if
two or more radionuclides are present, the sum of their annual dose equivalent to the total
body or to any organ shall not exceed 4 millirem/year...". The exposure should be
calculated as a summation of the activities contributed by ail radionuclides present
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(cesium-137, americium-241, cobalt-60, etc.). In preparation of the Proposed Plan, it was
felt that it would be confusing to readers to list calculated standards based on the 4
millirem limit for each radionuclide, that it would be a misrepresentation of the standard,
and that risk would be understated. Standards will be stated more clearly in future
Proposed Plans, as applicable.

6. Comment: One commenter expresses interest in the contaminant concentrations shown
in Table I, Columns B and C, of the Proposed Plan. These data show that tritium and
chromium concentrations are lower in the deep perched water than in the Snake River
Plain Aquifer. This is contrary to what would be expected (i.e., concentrations decreasing
with depth). (W2-2)

Response: The reason for tritium and chromium concentrations being higher in the Snake
River Plain Aquifer than in the Deep Perched Water is not known for certain. However,
a likely contributing factor is the influence of infiltration of water from the cold waste
pond having a more pronounced diluting effect on the deep perched water than on the
Snake River Plain Aquifer water below. In recognition that certain details of the perched
water system are not, understood fully, monitoring of the system and the three-year review
will be conducted as discussed in Section 7.

7. Comment: Commenters state that the information provided to the public in the Proposed
Plan, provides an incomplete picture of contamination in the Perched Water System.
Commenters note levels of contamination discharged to the perched water system and
detected in the shallow perched system. A commenter also feels that the fact that
production wells which provide drinking water to TRA employees are not contaminated
should be stated. (T1-13, T4-14, W1-6, W1-9)

Response: The Proposed Plan was intended to be a brief summary of information
supporting key conclusions on which the proposal was based. Detailed information is in
the Remedial Investigation Report, available to the public in the Administrative Record and
the Information Repositories. We recognize that significant concentrations of radionuclides
have been released to the Perched Water System. Section 4 of the Remedial Investigation
Report contains a complete description of the sources of wastewater disposal and waste
disposal history to the Perched Water System. Section 4 of the report also includes
observed contaminant concentrations in the shallow and deep perched water zones and the
Snake River Plain Aquifer. It is also acknowledged that production wells at the TRA
which are the source of drinking water to TRA workers, are not contaminated and that
there is currently no risk to workers due to their use of the wells. Data from the
production wells was used as background to which other contaminant levels were
compared for screening purposes. The Remedial Investigation Report was available prior
to the public meeting for review in the Administrative Record for the Perched Water
System at the information repositories listed in the introductory section to the
Responsiveness Summary.
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8. Comment: Commenters state that contaminant transfer time within the Snake River Plain
Aquifer is uncertain because the Snake River Plain is composed of highly permeable
bedrock and sediments. Persistent pollutants produced at the INEL will eventually appear
in the off-site environment. (T2-7, W1-12, WI-15, W1-20, W5-3, W8-7, W8-9)

Response: We understand that the Perched Water System and the Snake River Plain
Aquifer beneath the TRA occur in permeable and heterogenous rock and sediments.
However, the perched water system and the aquifer have been monitored for 40 years and
considerable information has been developed regarding movement of water and
contaminants in the subsurface in the vicinity of the TRA. The groundwater computer
model which was developed for the investigation was based on and compared or calibrated
to this historical information to ensure that an adequate representation of the system's past
behavior was possible before the model was used to estimate its future behavior.
Therefore, even though the subsurface rock and sediments are heterogeneous and
permeable, the system can be represented adequately to make reasonable estimates of its
future behavior.

We also agree that Snake River Plain Aquifer water beneath the TRA will eventually flow
off-site. However, the purpose of the remedial investigation was to assess the risk
resulting from the Perched Water System's effect on the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly
beneath the TRA before any dilution would occur as the water moved away from the TRA
or to greater depths in the aquifer. This approach was to provide a reasonable estimate of
the maximum risk which would result due to infiltration of the contaminated perched water
to the aquifer by calculating the exposure to a potential future resident who would draw
water from the upper part of the aquifer directly beneath the perched water.

Future remedial investigations including the TRA comprehensive investigation and the final
INEL and Snake River Plain Aquifer investigations will further address the subject of
movement of contaminants in the aquifer both within INEL boundaries and off site.

9. Comment: One commenter questiones whether the model reflects groundwater movement
and is able to adequately predict future contaminant concentrations. The model should be
independently verified. (W5-9)

Response: We recognize that a mathematical computer model can not exactly represent
the Perched Water System. However, the groundwater model was calibrated with historic
data for tritium and chromium to ensure that it represented the Perched Water System, as
noted in the response to comment #7. The conditions under which this "match" was
achieved were then applied for the future projections. Groundwater monitoring will be
conducted to verify that contaminant concentration trends follow those predicted by a
groundwater computer model as noted in Section 7 of the Record of Decision.

The application of the computer fate and transport groundwater model for the Perched
Water System Remedial Investigation including the input parameters and the model output
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are described in Section 5 of the Remedial Investigation Report. This information was
available for technical reviewers to use in developing their own models as independent
verification of the model results. The presentation of the model results have been subject
to technical reviews by individuals independent of the Perched Water System Remedial
Investigation, including the EPA and the State of Idaho.

10. Comment: One commenter believes that leaching and pollutant concentration values
generated by the model for the 125-year period are used for the rest of the planning effort
as though they are hard, real, measured data. The commenter believes that these data are
highly speculative and unreliable and deserve to be treated with great reserve. The
commenter believes the modeled data should be used with variances or confidence
intervals and have statistical reliability attached. (W5-10)

Response: The use of confidence intervals to quantify uncertainty of the model was not
applied because it was not felt that the information gained by a quantitative uncertainty
analysis would justify the time and resources required. One reason is the existence of a
wealth of historical information available for model calibration which helped constrain
model input parameters in order to adequately represent the system. Post-Record of
Decision monitoring will also serve to verify the model' results and the conclusions based
upon the model. However, Table 5-5 in Section 5 of the Remedial Investigation Report
provides the model assumptions and the uncertainty factors that could potentially impact
the results. Health-protective assumptions and input parameters were selected to ensure
that the model did not underestimate exposure concentrations. A purpose of the Post-
Record of Decision monitoring is to evaluate the adequacy of the model predictions (see
Section 7 of this Record of Decision).

11. Comment: One commenter states that the Proposed Plan indicates that tritium
concentrations will decrease due to natural radioactive decay but does not mention dilution
as a factor in what is taking place. (T1-14)

Response: The Perched Water System remedial investigation focused on contaminant
migration from the Perched Water System to the Snake River Plain Aquifer. Although
dilution of tritium and chromium in the Snake River Plain Aquifer is likely taking place,
the model and the risk assessment performed with the modeled concentrations did not
account for dilution effects in the Snake River Plain Aquifer downgradient from the Test
Reactor Area to ensure the most conservative case was evaluated and that risk would not
be underestimated.

Risk Assessment

12. Comment: One commenter states that risk decisions should be based on one chance in
one million rather than the one chance in ten thousand to one chance in one million range.
(W1-18)
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Response: The one in ten thousand to one in one million risk range was established in
the NCP as the range within which risk is considered to be acceptable for assessment of
risk conducted under CERCLA.

Scenarios

13. Comment: Commenters ask if a plan exists for groundwater monitoring at the Test
Reactor Area 125 years from now. (T1-1, W4-1)

Response: The need for monitoring 125 years in the future has not been established. In
fact, risk due to contaminants in the Perched water system is expected to be within
acceptable levels within the next 20 years. Criteria and duration for future monitoring will
be developed as near-term monitoring results are evaluated. This plan is described briefly
in Section 7. The purposes of Post-Record of Decision monitoring are to: (1) evaluate
how contaminant of concern concentration trends in the Snake River Plain Aquifer
compare to those predicted by computer modeling; and (2) evaluate the effect of
discontinued discharge to the warm waste pond on fate of contaminants in the Perched
Water System and impact on the Snake River Plain Aquifer.

14. Comment: Commenters state that institutional control by the DOE for 125 years is
questionable and it should not be assumed for planning purposes that DOE will be in
control at INEL in 125 years. Another commenter suggested that the INEL's designation
as a National Environmental Research Park may ensure government control for 125 years
or more. (T1-2, T1-7, T1-9, T1-11, T2-8, W4-2, W8-8)

Response: The 125 year future resident-farmer scenario was assessed as one likely
timeframe for establishment of residents at the Test Reactor Area. This timeframe was
selected based on 10 CFR 61 providing for 100 years of institutional controls for low level
waste disposal areas after operations have ceased. Even though the INEL has been
designated as a National Environmental Research Park, there is still uncertainty of future
land use and continuation of operations at the Test Reactor Area many years into the
future. Thus, five near-term risk scenarios were also evaluated assuming that residence
would be established immediately. The results of the near-term scenario evaluations
concluded that contaminant concentrations will be within the acceptable risk range by the
year 2000. In addition, the concentration of chromium and tritium will be below the
MCLs by the year 2020. This information suggests that even though long-term land use
at the INEL is not certain, it is reasonable that the INEL will remain in government control
beyond when contaminant concentrations associated with the TRA Perched Water system
fall to within acceptable levels.

15. Comment: Commenters state that DOE's contention that there is no current use of the
perched aquifer water near the Test Reactor Area is unacceptable; some drinking water
wells (at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant and Central Facilities Area) are 2 to 3 miles
downgradient. (T2-8, W1-13, W1-14, W8-7, W8-8)
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Response: We recognize that drinking water wells are located at the Central Facilities
Area and at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant. The statement in the Proposed Plan
referred to the fact that there are no wells which currently draw water directly from the
TRA Perched Water System or the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly beneath for other
than monitoring purposes. The wells which produce water from the Snake River Plain
Aquifer at the TRA are upgradient from the contamination and are regularly monitored to
ensure that they are not contaminated. The scope of this investigation did not include an
evaluation of the migration of contaminants in the Snake River Plain Aquifer down
gradient of the TRA, the Final INEL/Snake River Plain Aquifer RI/FS will address aquifer
risks from the broader perspective of the INEL as a whole. It should also be noted that
all drinking water wells at the INEL are routinely monitored to ensure the water does not
exceed MCLs.

Contaminant Screening

16. Comment: Commenters questioned the appropriateness of eliminating radioactive isotopes
with half-lives of greater than 5 years from the risk assessment, such as Cs-137, Iodine-
129, and Plutonium -238, -239, and -240 which have long half-lives and have been
detected in the sediments of the Warm Waste Pond. (T2-5, W1-8, W1-11, W8-3, W8-6)

Response: The Proposed Plan included only those contaminants which were retained after
the screening process and were carried through the entire risk assessment process. The
Proposed Plan is intended to be a summary of the highlights and findings of the risk
assessment. Plutonium-239 and -240 were not carried through the risk assessment because
they were not detected in either the shallow or deep perched water. Plutonium-238 was
detected in the shallow perched water but was eliminated from the risk assessment because
it contributed to less than 1 percent of the overall risk. Cesium-137 was carried through
the entire risk assessment as a contaminant of concern. Iodine-129 was not addressed in
the investigation as a potential contaminant of concern because such a small amount was
released (1.1 x 10-8 curies per year; Batchelder, 1981) to the ponds. The concentration of
this amount of Iodine-129 in the volume of water released to the Warm Waste Pond alone
(5.35 x 109 gallons; See Table 1) would be in the 10-5 pCi/1 range. With the added volume
of the cold waste pond water to the perched water system concentrations would be even
lower. Detection limits for standard Iodine-129 analysis are well above that, in the 1-3
pCi/1 range. It is difficult to compare these concentrations to drinking water standards
because the standard for beta emitting radionuclides in drinking water is a maximum dose
of 4 millirem per year to the total body or any internal organ. For Iodine alone, the 4
millirem standard equates to 21 pCi/1 which is well above expected concentrations in the
perched water system. Although this comparison is instructive, as discussed in the
response to comment number 5, this standard calculated based on Iodine alone must be
viewed as an order of magnitude estimate for comparison with the drinking water standard
because the standards applies to the total dose from all beta emitters contributing a dose.
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17. Comment: One commenter is concerned that screening out contaminants based on their
small individual contribution to risk, as was done to develop the list of contaminants of
concern presented in the Proposed Plan, may cause significant underestimation of the
overall risk if these contaminants were evaluated on a cumulative basis prior to screening.
(T4-12)

Response: The risk assessment guidance developed by EPA suggests that this type of
screening be done in the risk assessment to limit the number of contaminants which are
carried through the entire assessment. It is true that contaminants should not be excluded
from the risk assessment if they contribute significantly to overall risk, even if only on a
cumulative basis. The Remedial Investigation Report describes the process which was
followed to develop the list of contaminants which were carried through the entire risk
assessment process. The Proposed Plan is only a summary of the highlights and
conclusions of the Remedial Investigation Report. In this case, the contaminants which
were carried through the assessment contribute to over 98 percent of the total carcinogenic
and noncarcinogenic risk.

Ecological Risk Assessment

18. Comment: One commenter states that research on native plants at the Test Reactor Area
indicates some have root systems 10 to 20 feet down into contaminated subsurface soil.
(T4-9)

Response: There are currently no known plants in the vicinity of the TRA which have root
systems that could reach the contaminated perched water. The shallow perched water only
occurs directly beneath the ponds and will cease to exist once discharge to the ponds is
discontinued before deep-rooted plants would have time to develop.

19. Comment: One commenter expresses concern that research on INEL flora and fauna is
incomplete, yet DOE presumes to set "safe concentrations" for all plant and animal
populations. (T4-21, W7-4)

Response: We recognize that there are gaps in the available toxicity data for plants and
animals which resulted in the ecological assessment being qualitative rather than
quantitative in nature. The intent of the risk assessment was not to attempt to set safe
concentrations for all plant and animal populations at the INEL. The assessment was to
determine if the levels of contaminants of concern which are predicted to be in the Snake
River Plain Aquifer would cause adverse effects to major species or communities. Given
the information available regarding the levels of these contaminants which are harmful to
plants and animals, the projected concentrations of contaminants of concern are not
expected to result in unacceptable risk. Ecological risk will be addressed for TRA as a
whole during the comprehensive WAG 2 investigation and for the INEL as a whole in the
final WAG 10 investigation.
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Alternatives

20. Comment: Commenters object to DOE's continued use of the warm and cold waste ponds
in light of the decision to allow the contaminants to remain in the perched zones. (W1-7,
W1-21, W5-11, W6-4, T2-1, T2-2, T4-4, T4-6, T4-11)

Response: The CERCLA process under which the Perched Water remedial investigation
and risk assessment were conducted concludes that action is not necessary to reduce risks
at the site. The warm waste water was identified as a source of contamination to
groundwater. Construction of a new lined replacement pond is underway and is anticipated
to be complete in 1993. While the cold waste pond is expected to remain in use until at
least the year 2007, the effluent discharged to this pond does not contribute to
contamination in the Perched Water System. Infiltration of cold waste effluent into the
Perched Water System was included in the model that generated contaminant exposure
concentrations used in the human health risk assessment (see Remedial Investigation
Report Section 6). The risk assessment indicates that no unacceptable adverse impacts to
human health or the environment occur as a result of continued use of the cold waste pond.
As noted in responses to previous comments, monitoring of the Perched Water System will
be conducted to ensure that these modeling assumptions are correct.

21. Comment: One commenter asks if other options were considered and if so, what were
they? What were their costs? What was the decisive factor in their being rejected? Were
any new and innovative solutions considered? (T4-23)

Response: An analysis of other cleanup alternatives was not completed. Two remedial
action objectives were identified at the onset of the Remedial Investigation. The first
remedial action objective was to prevent risks to human health that would result from
residential/agricultural use of Snake River Plain Aquifer water containing contaminants of
concern in excess of maximum contaminant levels, or that would constitute human
carcinogenic risk in excess of the NCP target risk range (10 to 10-4) or a noncarcinogenic
hazard index of greater than 1.0. The human health risk assessment indicates that this
remedial action objective will be achieved if no action is taken. The second remedial
action objective was to prevent human ingestion, inhalation or direct contact with
contaminated shallow or deep perched groundwater. This remedial action objective will
be met because existing institutional controls at the Test Reactor Area and INEL will likely
remain in place at least through the time it takes for contaminant levels in the Snake River
Plain Aquifer to decrease to an acceptable level. The investigative process under CERCLA
and the NCP generally consists of the remedial investigation which evaluates the nature
and extent of contamination and the risk to human health and the environment resulting
from that contamination followed by a feasibility study which evaluates various cleanup
technologies to determine the best method for reducing the risk to within acceptable levels
and achieve the cleanup or remedial action objectives. In the case of the Perched Water
System, it was determined that the no action was necessary to reach the remedial action
objectives stated above. Therefore, additional resources were not expended to complete
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an analysis of a variety of other cleanup methods and items such as cost were not a factor.

22. Comment: Several commenters state that other alternatives should be evaluated such as:
pump polluted water out of the perched water table, treat/purify the water, and store it in
a safe, monitored environment; recycle noncontaminated wastewater; stop use of all leach
ponds and pump contaminated water to a treatment system; try the Ultrasound Water
Reclamation method. Additionally, pump liquid adsorbents into the perched water table
to remove more pollutants; monitor the perched water table areas; and cap the entire area
above the perched water system to prevent infiltration and direct run off to the Big Lost
River channel. (T2-10, T3-2, T4-16, T4-17, W1-17, W1-19, W1-20, W1-21, W3-2, W5-
11, W8-12)

Response: We agree that cleanup technologies could be implemented to remove some of
the contamination from the perched water system at TRA. However, the purpose of
implementing such technologies under the Superfund program would be reduce
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment. Based on the risk assessment and
risk management considerations and conclusions as presented in Sections 6 and 7 of the
Remedial Investigation Report, the risk to human health and the environment was found
to be within the acceptable limits. Therefore, evaluation of other alternatives was not
pursued further.

23. Comment: Several commenters agree that the "no action" alternative for the Perched
Water System is acceptable because contaminant concentrations are below MCLs, clean
up of the Perched Water System would be a waste of money, and the alternative is realistic
and logical. This type of extensive evaluation should not be necessary in the future for
similar levels of contamination. (T1-3, T1-5, T1-6, T1-10, T3-1, T1-12, W2-1, W2-3, W3-
1, W5-1)

Response: DOE, EPA, and IDHW agree that no action is necessary based upon the risk
assessment which shows that no unacceptable risk exists and that monitoring will ensure
that predicted contaminant trends in the Snake River Plain Aquifer are verified.

This evaluation will provide insight when similar types and levels of contamination are
investigated in the future. However, it cannot be concluded that no evaluation will be
necessary. Each site must be evaluated on its own merits and on its associated
contaminants and exposure pathways.

24. Comment: Several commenters disagree with the "no action" proposal and stated that
DOE should be required to clean up the contamination in the Perched Water System
because the contaminants will continue to migrate into the subsurface and risk levels will
rise. (T1-4, T2-9, T4-I, T4-16, T4-18, T4-22, T4-24, T4-26, W1-1, W1-4, W1-19, W5-5,
W5-12, W6-1, W6-7, W7-1, W8-11)

Response: The Agencies respect the opinion of the commenters; however, there is no
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information available which we believe supports changing the decision from what was
presented in the Proposed Plan. The remedial investigation and risk assessment conducted
for the TRA Perched water show that contaminant levels and associated risk will continue
to decrease and that no unacceptable risk is posed by the contaminated perched water.
Elimination of the Warm Waste Pond in 1993 will support this decrease in risk.
Monitoring will be conducted to ensure the Perched Water System continues to behave as
expected. Investigations and remedial actions at the INEL, including the Perched Water
Remedial Investigation, are conducted in accordance with CERCLA, its implementing
regulation the NCP, and the INEL Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent Order and
associated EPA guidance. The Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent Order also provides
for EPA and State of Idaho review of all activities. This review is to ensure that decisions
are made with sound technical basis.

Public Involvement

25. Comment: Details of the monitoring plan were requested during the technical briefings
held via speaker phone prior to the public meetings and during the public meeting in Idaho
Falls. The commenters request to see the monitoring plan before publication of the Record
of Decision. (T1-1, T1-8, W4-1)

Response: The purpose of the proposed plan was to present the agencies recommendation
to the public for comment. The recommended alternative presented in the Proposed Plan
was for no remedial action with monitoring of the Perched Water System. Details for a
monitoring plan would have been premature in the Proposed Plan. At the time the plan
was released the "no remedial action" with monitoring decision had not been finalized. At
the public meeting in Idaho Falls, general components of the monitoring plan were
discussed during the agencies' presentation of the proposed plan. Subsequent presentations
during the public meeting period were modified to include discussion and visual aids to
describe the components that were being considered for the development of the monitoring
plan. Section 7 of this Record of Decision documents that DOE will submit a draft
monitoring plan to the Agencies for review within 45 days of the finalization of the Record
of Decision. Once finalized, the monitoring plan will be available in the information
repositories. As noted in Section 7, monitoring data will be made available in the
Information Repositories.

26. Comment: One commenter requests that DOE publish the public comments made at the
original scoping meeting on this project. (T1-16)

Response: The comments made at the original scoping meetings are summarized in the
Scoping Report and have been made available at the information repositories listed in the
introductory sections to the Responsiveness Summary.
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27. Comment: Commenters state that public recognition of potential pollution problems at
the INEL may be diminished by focusing on only a few of the 49 waste management units
at the Test Reactor Area. Relationships among facilities and OUs should be spelled out
in detail. A segmented approach frustrates a comprehensive assessment of the collective
contamination and the cumulative effects being released by all waste sites. The final WAG
10 INEL-wide assessment should begin now, especially the assessment of contamination
in the Snake River Plain Aquifer, rather than wait until 1998. (T2-3, 14-3, T4-5, T4-8,
T4-11, T4-13, T4-15, T4-19, T4-24, T4-25, T4-27, W1-2, W1-3, W1-16, W5-2, W6-3, W6-
5, W6-6, W7-2, W8-1)

Response: The approach implemented in the INEL Federal Facilities Agreement/Consent
Order, including the concept of addressing the numerous sites at the INEL in operable
units, is consistent with the NCP. One of the stated purposes of the NCP (300.3 b) is to
provide for efficient, coordinated, and effective response to release of hazardous
substances. Section 300.430 of the NCP states that complex sites should generally be
addressed in operable units when early actions are necessary or appropriate to achieve
significant risk reduction quickly, when phased analysis and response is necessary or
appropriate given the size or complexity of the site, or to expedite the completion of the
total site cleanup. It is acknowledged that cumulative risks are generally not being
evaluated at this time, early into the implementation of the agreement. This is because of
the complexity of the INEL, the numerous sites that must be investigated, and the need to
address sites posing the greatest potential risk as soon as possible. The agencies
recognized that cumulative assessments should be done and scheduled comprehensive
investigations on both the individual WAG and the INEL-wide level. However, cumulative
risks can not be evaluated until adequate information concerning each individual site is
collected. The FFA/CO Action Plan includes the schedules for addressing each of the
operable units. This approach has been presented to the public for review and comment
during the comment period on the agreement before it was signed by the three agencies.

28. Comment: Commenters state that the cumulative consequences of contamination of each
subsequent no-action alternative should be included in the proposed plans for each OU.
This would allow the public to comprehend and track the cumulative risk of the clean-up
program as it progresses, thereby allowing the earliest detection of unacceptable risk. (T4-
25, W1-16, W5-12, W6-5, W6-6)

Response: It may be possible for several sites which do not pose an unacceptable risk on
their own to pose an unacceptable risk if evaluated on a cumulative basis. However, it
would depend upon the percentage of exposure from each site, the toxicological effects of
the various contaminants at the various sites and the exposure pathways at each site. For
example, it would not be reasonable to assume that a resident obtains the majority of his
drinking water from two different wells at two different locations at the same time.
Overall evaluations will be conducted at two different times at the INEL. First, each
WAG will have a final comprehensive risk assessment performed after all of the individual
sites have been investigated and the necessary information is available to do the overall
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evaluation. Second, a final INEL evaluation will be done after the individual WAG
evaluations are completed. The comprehensive INEL Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study will summarize risks to human health and the environment for the INEL. Data
collection and risk analysis performed at the individual OUs and WAGs will be used in
the WAG 10 comprehensive Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study to characterize the
total risk posed by the INEL to human health and the environment. Additional information
concerning related OUs is in Section 4 of the Record of Decision.
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IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, MONDAY, JULY 20, 1992, 6030 P.M

KS. GRSENI I would like to welcome

everyone to tonight's meeting. we are glad you

were able to make it tonight, and we look

forward to a very productive meeting.

My name is Lisa Green. Tonight

I'll be serving in a dual role. First, I'll be

acting as moderator for the meeting. As

moderator my task is to help us move through the

agenda in a timely manner and make sure that

12 everyone who wishes to has an opportunity to

13 participate.

14 The other role I will be playing

15 tonight is as the remedial project manager for

16 DOE-Idaho. Am the remedial project manager,

17 I'll be helping to answer your questions on the

10 project. I'Il try to indicate specifically

19 those tines when I'm acting in the DOE role;

20 otherwise, I'll be in the Moderator position.

21 There are several desired outcomes

21 for this meeting tonight. First is to gather

23 public comment on the No Action proposed plans

24 for the three projects that are on the agenda.

25 The proposed plans are projects

2
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that are at that stage where DOE, SPA and the

State have developed a technical recommendation

for how to proceed, and we're taking comments

4 fro■ the public before a final decision is made

5 on how to proceed at a particular site.

6 Input received during the public

7 comment period of this meeting and written

8 comments will be used by the agencies to

9 evaluate their recommendation and to come to a

10 final decision on each of the three sites.

11 The second desired outcome is to

12 give you an opportunity to ask questions and

13 inform you about the details of these three

14 proposed plans and how they fit into the broader

IS scope of DOE's cleanup activities at the INEL.

16 So basically we're here to listen

17 to each other tonight. Take a moment to look at

18 the agenda that you received when you entered

19 the room tonight. As you can see, we have three

20 topics on tonight's agenda.

21 The first topic or the proposed

22 plan is the Perched water System at the Test

23 Reactor Area. Following the presentation on

24 that topic, we'll have a question and answer

25 session to clarify any information you may want

3
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to have explained in greater detail.

After we have answered all your

questions, we then will take time to hear your

4 verbal comments on the Perched Water Proposed

5 Plan. Those will be comments for the official

6 record for that project.

After a short break, we'll move to

the second part of tonight's meeting and discuss

proposed plans for the motor Poo/ Pond at the

10 Central racilities Area and the Chemical

11 Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

12 Due to the similarity between these

13 two projects, the technical presentation end

14 questions and answers and the comment portion of

15 the meeting of these two proposed plans have

16 been combined. We did this in response to a

17 number of public comments we received requesting

18 that we try to combine similar topics when it's

19 possible.

20 At this time I would like to

21 introduce two individuals who are in the

22 audience. The first is Reuel Smith, who is the

23 INEL community relations plan coordinator. This

24 is also probably a good time to mention that the

25 public comment period on DOE'e Community

4
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Relations Plan has been extended to September 1,

1992. That plan establishes a proces■ to help

DOS communicate environmental restoration

information to the public and help the public

communicate back to DOE on those issues.

So if you have any issues related

to the Community Relations Plan in general, you

went to talk with Reuel, he is your man. So you

have a couple hours here to corner him and ask

him questions.

The second person I would like to

introduce is Mike Coe. Kike, would you please

stand. Nike is with the INEL public affairs

office. So if you have any questions or

comment■ that are outside the scope of these

three proposed plans, you can see Mike at the

break or following the meeting and he'll be

happy to talk with you about those other Leone's.

So after each of the two

presentations, questions may either be submitted

in writing using the note cards you found on

your chair when you came in tonight, or if you

prefer, you can use the microphone, which will

be brought up front here. we use the note cards

for a couple of reasons. First, the cards allow

5
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the respondents a few seconds to think about the

questions before they respond. Second, Mane

members of the audience nay not prefer to come

4 up and use the microphone.

5 After each question and answer

6 period there will be an opportunity for you to

7 provide comments on the. proposed plan for agency

e consideration. This comment period is the

official comment period for putting verbal

10 comments in the record. Comments will be

11 evaluated for the final decision and any

12 responses to those comment■ will be made

13 available.

14 How to make the comments? As I

15 mentioned earlier, one of the purposes of this

16 meeting is to give you an opportunity to make

17 your thoughts known to the agency. If you

18 choose not to do so at the meeting or if you

19 wish to submit additional comments in writing

20 after you've given your verbal comments, the

21 address of where to send written comments is on

22 the back aide of your agenda. If any of you

23 have brought prepared statements here which you

24 would like to have included in the meeting

25 record and responded to in the Responsiveness

6
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Summary, you way read them during the verbal

comment segment of the meeting or give them into

3 a tape recorder that we have set up in the back

4 of the room, or give your prepared statement, If

5 you have it written down, to Reuel smith at the

6 back table and that comment will be incorporated

7 into the record.

8 A tap■ recorder is also available

9 fox anyone who would like to wake a verbal

10 comment but would rather not do so in front of

11 an audience. In addition, you'll find on the

12 back table there are comment forms in 
three

19 colors, one color for each of the three

14 projects. You can fill out a form tonight and

15 leave it with Reuel at the back table 
or you can

16 mail it in later.

17 Written and verbal comments are

18 given equal weight in' consideration 
of the final

19 decision and both are responded to in the

20 Responsiveness Summary.

21 Reuel, how many people have signed

22 up at this point to make verbal 
comments here

23 tonight?

24 RR. SMITH: It looks like on the

25 sign up sheet we didn't have a column if 
they

7
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have prepared comments. We might just ask the

audience to get an indication of those that have

3 attended tonight.

W8. OREM We have one person.

5 AUDIENCE WENSER3 What do we

comment on?

K. GREEWI We haven't started the

8 specific topic. yet. These are the general

9 ground rules for the meeting. You'll have the

10 opportunity to comment on each of the three

11 projects later on.

12 Is there anybody here who know■

13 that they would like to make verbal 
comments?

14 One, two, three, okay. If that's not the final

15 tally, you are able to change your mind 
anytime

16 before the oral comment segment for that project

17 that you're interested in.

18 In general, if there le a heavy

19 request for making comments, we will limit

20 comments to five minutes for the verbal comment

21 session. The comment period for these three

22 projects runs through August 5th, 1992. So you

23 have until August 5th to provide your comments

24 an each of those three projects.

25 What happens to your comments atter
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12

you have made thee? After the comment period

has ended, DOE prepares a summarization of both

oral and written comment■ that we've received

during the period. The three agencies then

respond to comment■ that are relevant to each

topic in a document called the Responsiveness

Summary.

Again, verbal and written comment'

are giver► equal consideration, and that

Responsiveness Summary becomes part of the

Record of pecisiOn for each topic and it Will be

sent to INEL information repositories and to

13 everyone who has signed the attendance register

14 at the back table. Everyone who submits written

15 comments or provides an address will receive the

16 document.

17 We have a court reporter here

1$ tonight to transcribe the meeting. To help the

19 court reporter, please everyone take the few

20 moments that it takes to coma to the microphone,

21 otherwise the court reporter may not capture

22 What you have to say for the record.

23 Also each time you come to the

24 microphone, be sure to repeat your name. I

25 believe, Reuel, the name requirement is

9
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3

aelsocisted with your formal comments, right?

MR. SM/THs Yes.

MS. GRREMt If you're just coning

4 up during the question and answer period, we

5 don't need your name.

6 Row, that I have said my piece

7 here, let me introduce the agency

0 representatives that are up here with me. To my

9 far right is Dave MovIalad with the Division of

10 Environmental Quality. He works for the State

11 of Idaho. And to my near right is Linda Meyer,

12 who works for the EPA Region 10. I will give

13 both of then an opportunity to make a few

14 opening remark■ here. In the interest of not

15 showing proper etiquette, Linda elected to speak

16 after Dave.

17 MR. HOVLANDs Ae Lisa maid, I'm

18 Dave Hovland. I'm the State's MI. technical

19 manager, i work in Boise, Idaho. I'm also the

20 WAG manager for the TRA. That's one of the

21 proposed plans that we're presenting tonight.

22 I would like to introduce a couple

33 of key State employees. My counterpart in Idaho

24 Falls is Shawn Rosenberger standing over there.

25 Two of Shawn's staff are going to

10
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3

4

be presenting information or representing the

State on the other two proposed plans. The

first one is Dave frederick. Dave le the CFA

manager. The other one is Tom Stoops. They

5 both work in Idaho Tolle. Ton is the ARA

Manager.

7 I would like to say that the state

8 supports the three proposed plans, and we very

9 much encourage public comment on the plans.

10 After the public comment is completed, we will

11 evaluate and address all public comments and

12 prepare a Record of Decision for all the three

13 sites that we're talking about tonight.

14 MS. MEYER: I'm Linda Meyer with

15 the Environmental Protection Agency. I'm also

16 the MAC manager for the Test Reactor Area.

17 Howard Blood, who le in the audience here, is

18 the project manager for ARA and CPA.

19 Basically, I want to emphasize two

20 important points that Dave Lads, and that is

21 that these decisions have not been made and your

22 participation and input is an important part in

23 our process. So we need your comments to help

24 us complete the decision process. So please

25 voice your concerns, we're interested in your

11
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input.

MS. GREEN: Thank you. With that

introductory note, let's move right into the

presentation of the Parched Water system at the

Test Reactor Area. I'll turn things over to

Nolan Jensen, who is the DOE project manager for

the Perched Water System.

MR. JEWSEKE Now, with that long

introduction, I had plenty of time to get very

nervous. Again, like Lisa mentioned, we're

going to be talking about three different

12 projects at the INEL tonight. Specifically

13 about the proposed plans. There are copies on

14 the back table, they are all in the same packet.

15 But the three projects that we're

16 going to be talking about tonight are the

17 Perched Water System at the Test Reactor Area,

18 the Motor Pool Pond at the Central Facilities

19 Area, and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the

20 Auxiliary Ares.

21 Let me just quickly show a

22 photograph of each one. This is the Test

23 Reactor Area, and 1'11 ■how you this photograph

24 again in a few minutes, but this is essentially

25 east, north and these are the Waste Water Ponds.

12
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1 Mile Le the War■ waste Pond that we talked about

2 a year ago.

3 This is a photograph of the Water

4 Pool Pond. That's this area right here at the

5 Central Facilities Area. This is a photograph

6 of the Auxiliary Reactor Area, and thie Is the

7 Chemical Evaporation Pond right here, the

8 greenish area.

9 So those are the three projects

10 that we're going to be talking about in very

Il general terms. The first thing I want to do,

12 though, I think one of the hardest things there

13 Is for us is getting this information in such a

14 concise manner so we can help you understand

15 what we're talking about and the reasons for the

16 recommendations. So what I'm going to try to do

17 in the few minute■ is just briefly go over the

18 process that we follow in coning to this

19 recommendation.

20 As yOu know, we're doing this under

21 the Superfund Law, these cleanups and

22 investigations. Under the Superfund Law, when a

23 site in the United States is thought to pose a

24 potential risk to human health and the

25 environment, it is placed on the National

13
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Priorities List. The INEL was placed on the

National Priorities List at the end of 1989, in

December of 1989. Once a site is placed on that

list, then under the law it is required that

investigation be dons on those sites to find out

if they pose an unacceptable risk.

That investigation process is

called a remedial investigation, and those

investigations have been done on each of the

three projects that we'll talk about tonight.

The remedial investigation -- not

that the components are very difficult to

understand, it's just when we do an

investigation we answer a couple questions.

Number one, what kind of contaminants are out

there? And then a More key question, what kind

of risk do they pose?

Once that investigation is done and

we've evaluated the risk, then we go into your

decision making process on if something should

be cleaned up, and if so, how it should be

cleaned up. we call that the decision making

process. And the first part of that is as soon

as the agencies come to a consensus on the

recommendations for a site then we come out for

14
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public comment to get the public's view on

recommendatione and pee if there are concerns or

things that we need to take into consideration

4 when the final decision is made.

5 once the decision is reached, it is

6 documented into a document called the Record of

7 Decision. Than once that Record of Decision is

reached, the decision is implemented.

9 Get me just take another couple

10 minutes and explain just a little bit more about

11 tho remedial investigation process. As I said

12 earlier, there are two key component■ of the

13 remedial investigation. The first one is

14 characterisation, going out taking samples,

15 finding out what is out there, what kind of

16 contaminant■ are there at the site. Then once

17 that Is found out and it Is determined what

18 level of contamination some hypothetical person

19 could be exposed to, then a risk assessment is

20 dons, calculations are done with those

21 concentrations and that is used to determine

22 what risk is posed by that site.

23 So in a nutshell, that's the

24 general process that we're talking about here

25 tonight and has been done for each of these

15
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sites,

Now, Just to give a Quick overview

an what is considered to be an acceptable risk.

4 This whole process is defined in what i■ called

5 the National Contingency Plan. That is the

6 regulation plan, the Coda of Federal Regulation

7 that implements the Buperfund Law. In the

National Contingency Plan there is a risk range

9 that is defined.

10 The first one that I'll talk about

11 is for ■ potential cancer-causing chemical or

12 contaminant. What the National Contingency Plan

13 states is that if a risk is found to be in

14 excas■ of this risk rang., which is one

15 potential incident of cancer in 10,000 to one in

16 one million, if it's above that range it is

17 considered to be unacceptable. If it's within

16 that range or below it, it's considered to be

19 acceptable. That'■ for carcinogenic risk.

20 For non-carcinogenic risks, for

21 toxic-type risks that is something like, for

22 example, a contaminant may cause some health

23 effect like high blood pressure, rashes or some

24 organ damages like liver or kidney damage or

25 something like that, then there ie a value

16
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called a hasard index that is established. What

that says is that if we're lees than one then

there is clearly no unacceptable risk posed, and

one point to make on this, if it's also less

than one that considers sensitive populations,

like infants. So if we're less than one, we're

very comfortable that there is no unacceptable

risk at the site. Above one, then we need to

start looking at the risk and determining if the

10 cleanup is necessary.

11 Also one thing that someone

12 mentioned that I should point out here, on the

13 carcinogenic risk, just for a reference point,

14 and that Is the national average for incidence

15 of cancer is up in this range, up in here

16 somewhere.

17 AUDIENCE MEMBER: What is the

18 meaning of that "one"? Is that one death per

19 USA or one death per year?

20 MR. JENSEN: This one?

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes. What is the

22 units on that?

23 MR. GORDON: That's a hazard index.

24 I'm Joe Gordon from Dames f Moore. The one

25 means that the value that was calculated out at

17
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the site is compared to what is regarded by EPA

and other internationally recognised committees

as the threshold value, and those two values are

4 compared and if their ratio i■ one, then that

S means they are equivalent.

6 KS. GREEN: So there is no unit on

it?

8 MR. GORDON: Right, it's a unities,

quotient.

10 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That means one

11 possibility of an adverse effect for how many

12 people?

13 KR. GORDON: No, this is for

14 non-carcinogenic toxic effects. SO the "one"

15 means that the two values were equivalent,

16 because they are divided by each other.

17 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It doesn't tell

18 us anything about risk, in other words?

19 MR. GORDON: NO

20 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.

21 KR. JENSEN: Okay. That was a very

22 quick overview of the process that we go through

23 to determine if a site poses an unacceptable

24 risk. So maybe since we had one question, if

25 there are any other quick ones before we go on

18
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just on the processes that we're following.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Where is the

uncertainty calculation for the hazard index in

your displays of the hazard index?

KR. GORDONo Is the question where

Is the uncertainty in the hazard index?

AUDIENCE NEMBERI where is it

treated in your presentation of the hazard

Index? Is the one ratio with the uncertainty

incorporated in the calculation?

KR. GORDON) Yes.

AUDIENCE KENBERe A question of

format. It seems to be a legalese term to says

"No unacceptable risk." Can't you just say, "An

acceptable risk?" I find that in the reports on

all three of these you come up with the double

negative, which 1 find confusing to many of the

people.

KR. JENSERI Good point. That's

just the way it's been done.

AUDIENCE NEMBERt It is most likely

an EPA term.

MR. .7E118E141 I don't know if I can

blame that on EPA or not, I really don't.

That's the way we've done it, and that's the

19
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message we're trying to get across is that we

didn't find a risk to be unacceptable.

What I. going to do now is spend a

couple minutes talking about -- oh, wait, I

wasn't done.

Wow I want to explain for a minute

how this agreement in set up between the

agencies. We are doing these investigations

under what is called the Federal Facility

Agreement and Consent Order. It's an agreement

between the Department of Energy, the Idaho

12 Department of Health and welfare and the

13 Environmental Protection Agency.

14 The way this agreement was set up,

15 since the 'NEL is a large complex with several

16 different facilities and a lot of different

17 thing's to look at, the National contingency Plan

18 talks about dividing large complex sites into

19 what is known as operable units. So you can

20 look at it in a bite size way of looking at it,

21 I guess.

22 So what was established -- and I

23 don't know if you noticed, but when people were

24 introduced, they were introduced as NAG

25 manager.. Well, that stands for Waste Area

20
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Group, and the INEL has been divided into ten

Waste Area Groups. Nine of then are essentially

the different facilities out at the IWEL. The

WAG 10, waste Area Group 10 is, I guess it kind

of fills in all but the holes in the Swiss

cheese, it is everything else, the miscellaneous

sites, and it's also a key part of the waste

8 Area Group 10. That's when a final evaluation

9 will be done on the Snake River Plain Aquifer

10 for the entire IMEL.

11 once the Waste Area Group■ were

12 established -- ■till that's a lot of different

13 things to look at in each one of those Waste

14 Area Groups, so the Waste Area Groups were then

15 further divided into what we're calling operable

16 units. Just to show you the three operable

17 units that we are talking about tonight are

18 these, Waste Area Group 2 is the Test Reactor

19 Area and so forth.

20 Bo what happens then as we go

21 through this process? We look at individual

22 contaminants sites. Three of those we will be

23 talking about tonight. Then after we look at

24 each of the smaller units, then there will be an

25 evaluation done, a comprehensive evaluation done

21
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at each of the Waste Area Groups. Then once the

evaluation i■ done at each of the Waste Area

Groups, that then is rolled up into this

comprehensive WAG 10 remedial investigation,

which will be done focusing on the Snake River

Plain Aquifer and looking at cumulative effects.

So I guess the idea here is that we

are -- you have to look at ell the little pieces

in order to be able to roll them up and look at

the cumulative impacts.

Wow on to the Test Reactor Area.

12 The first one we're going to talk about tonight

13 is the Perched Water System at the Test Reactor

14 Area. It's Operable Unit 2-12. Specifically,

IS what this investigation was focused on was

16 looking at the perched groundwater beneath the

17 Test Reactor Area -- and I'll talk about that in

1$ a minute -- in finding out what the effects of

19 that perched water is on the aquifer. Does that

20 perched water pose a risk on the aquifer that is

21 unacceptable?

22 Here is another photograph of the

23 Teat Reactor Area. What happens is, as I

24 pointed out earlier, there is a series of

25 wastewater ponds to each aide of the Test

22
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Reactor Area. Thi■ is the Warm Waste Pond

again, this is the Cold Waite Pond right here,

we'll be talking about that in a few minutes.

4 But as wastewater comes out of the facilities at

5 the Test Reactor Area, it is placed into those

6 ponds. This is the sewage right here, water

7 that comes out of the sewage treatment plant.

8 But as wastewater is put into these ponds, it

9 seeps into the subsurface. As it goes down it

10 encounters layers in the subsurface, layers of

11 pediment that are relatively impermeable. The

12 water doesn't pars through them as quickly as it

13 doer the other layers.

14 so what happens is it encounters

15 these layers, it slows the water enough so it

16 perches or it mounds over those layers. And

17 under each of these ponds there are two general

18 perched water bodies, under each of the

19 individual ponds at about 50 feet there is a

20 small body of perched water that forms. Then as

21 it seeps through that one at about 150 feet

22 there is another layer of relatively impermeable

23 sediments that slows it, so it creates this

24 larger perched water body at about 150 feet and

25 then the top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer Is

23
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about 400 feet in the area of the Test Reactor

Area.

So essentially what we're talking

about is do these two bodies of water, as they

seep through the subsurface and reach the

aquifer, is that going to cause a problem?

This Is the larger body. Again, as

l mentioned, each of the ponds has a smaller

body of perched water beneath it, if there is

water going into the pond, but then they reached

that lower 150 foot level and this i■ the

outline, approximate outline, of that deep

13 perched water body,

14 These little black dots all over

15 this photograph show the monitoring wells that

16 are installed. They are installed at different

17 depths. Some of them go to the aquifer, some of

10 them go down to the deep perched water, some to

19 the shallow. Out this is basically where we got

20 the information to do this investigation risk

21  went.

22 Again, the questions that we're

23 answering with this investigation ores What is

24 out there? And this photograph, again, kind of

25 shows this is where we got the information to

24
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find out what is out there. Nov we need to

answer the questions Okay, now we know it's

there, how bad is it? What I'm going to do now

i■ turn the time over to Joe Gordon from Dames 6

Moore who conducted the risk assessment

calculations for this project. Joe.

MR. GONnoNI Thank you, Nolan.

This diagram is supposed to be a representation

of the risk assessment process. The first step

in the risk assessment is to evaluate the data

and identify which contaminants might be a

concern at the sits, and then this data is

13 applied essentially in two parallel pathways

14 here. One is to look at the toxicity of the

15 contaminants, both from a carcinogenic and

16 non-carcinogenic standpoint, then to perform an

17 exposure assessment, which involves how the

18 water and contaminants trove through the soil,

19 and then the intake by humans and ecological

20 receptors. Then those two parallel paths are

21 pulled together at the end during the risk

22 characterization where you combine the total

23 intake with the dose response.

24 The data that was obtained during

25 the site characterization is screened down to

25
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identify those contaminants, which are thought

to contribute to more than one percent of the

risk at the site. So that way we can focus the

4 risk asseeement on those contaminants that

5 really are going to drive the risk. The

6 contaminants that are shaded in here are the

7 ones that turned out to dominate the risk.

8 Then in the exposure assessment, we

9 developed an exposure scenario in which we have

10 a hypothetical on-site resident farmer who 
goes

11 out and lives out at the Test Reactor Area,

12 installs a well directly below the Perched Water

13 Syste■ in the Snake River Plain Aquifer,

14 irrigates his crops, feeds his livestock, eats

15 the crops, livestock, and consumer all his water

16 from that well.

17 In addition, we evaluated

18 non-human ecological receptors, We have looked

19 at vegetation. We evaluated vegetation by

20 looking at the uptake of groundwater. We looked

21 at herbivores through the consumption of

22 groundwater, direct contact with soil and

23 ingestion of groundwater. Then we looked at

24 carnivores through all the same pathways with

25 the addition of ingestion of animals out at the

26
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site.

To do thin we constructed a

groundwater model. The purpose of the

groundwater model was to predict the flow of

contaminants and water from the Perched Water

System to the Snake River Pieta Aquifer over

time. One of the findings of the groundwater

modeling exercise was that the deep perched

water body would completely disappear within

seven years of the shutdown of the Cold Waste

Pond.

So the bottom line here was that

the risks of carcinogenic contaminants out at

the site 125 years in the future were one In 179

million, which you see is well into the

acceptable range. In addition SPA, in their

evaluation of the risk assessment, calculated

when would a hypothetical resident be able to

live out there and receive an acceptable risk?

And we calculated that could be in the year

2000, which we show is ten years there.

The hazards were also calculated

and also found to be in the acceptable range for

both the ten and 125 years scenarios.

So in summary, there currently are

27
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no risks from perched water out at the sits

since the site is restricted. And for an

on-site resident farmer living ■t the site, the

risk would fall within the acceptable range

within ten year..

So I guess with that I'll turn it

back over to Nolan.

MR. JRNSENI Just in summary here,

based upon the result. of the investigation, the

contaminants that were found to be there and the

concentrations that were found to be there and

the results of the risk assessment, it was

19 determined that this site -- can I say poses en

14 acceptable risk?

15 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I would hope so.

16 Thank you.

17 MR. JENSEN* However, given the

18 fact that this is based on a computer model and

19 concentrations that are predicted by that model,

20 we're going to go ahead and monitor that system

21 to make sure that the predictions that we made

22 with that modeling effort are accurate.

23 So what this says is we're not

24 planning on going out and doing cleanup, we

25 would recommend that that not be done; however,

28

Sun Nov 22 21:52:42 1992 Page 28



1

2

3

4

S

6

7

B

9

10

Il

12

13

14

we would recommend that this monitoring be done

and that a periodic review, which would be

conducted by the agencies, meaning the

Environmental Protection Agency and the Idaho

Department of Health and Welfare, that that

would be done periodically just to assure that

the assumptions are correct, that the

predictions we made are correct and that the

recommendation that we made is correct.

So with that, I will turn the tine

back to Lisa to moderate the question and answer

period.

MS. GREEN* Before we go on to

general questions and answers on the TRA Perched

15 Water, are there any specific questions on this

16 presentation while we have Nolan under the

17 spotlight here that you might want to ask him

10 specifically?

19 with that, we'll open it up to the

20 general question and answer evasion on the TEA

21 Perched Water Project.

22 Please pass your note cards to the

23 end of the aisle so that Reuel and Erik Simpson

24 can collect them. If you have additional note

23 cards that you want collected during the

29
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session, please raise your hand. We'll begin

with the note cards to get things rolling her•,

then the respondent will read the question out

4 loud and after reading the card, it there is

S some Clarification required of ,the questions, he

6 or she will ask for clarification.

7 If the panel's answer to a question

8 may lead to another question which you would

9 like to ask, feel free to follow up questions

10 either ■t the microphone or using another note

11 card, whichever you prefer. For those of you

12 who do come to the microphone, out of fairness

13 to the panelists and everybody else here, if you

14 would please ask one question at a time ■o we

15 can be sure that all your questions are

16 answered. We'll take the first question.

17 AUDIENCE KERBERs Blan Holman from

18 Pocatello. I have a question on page A-7 of the

19 TRA plan here, there are some mean concentrations.

20 In strontium-90 it appears to be a little

21 different because at the aquifer mean

22 concentration in 1990 it's .0019, then the

23 predicted aquifer concentrations for 125 years

24 is .29. I was just wondering why that is. Is

25 strontium special? Are the numbers mixed up or

30
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what Is the maximum concentrations of strontium

between the two ranges or is it ever greater

than .29?

ItR. JENSEN: This is Peter Binton.

5 was the one that did the computer modeling

6 work. Rather than say something incorrect, I

will let him take the time.

8 MR. SINTON: Strontium Is not

9 special. It actually peaks at an earlier year.

10 It comes up to a higher value than you es*, but

11 there is a higher value in between. I don't

12 know exactly where it ends up but that is pretty

13 close to what it ie.

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is that

15 SINTONs Not necessarily, it's

16 not much higher than that. It's not significantly

17 higher than that.

18 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It's on the

19 downswing now.

20 MR. SiNTON: Tea.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a

22 question.

23 MS. GREEN: Is this for the risk

24 assessor while he's up here?

25 AUDIENCE KENNER; Yes. Can you

31
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explain why it would increase at all from its

present value?

MR. SINTONs It increases because

4 it's absorbed in the sediments beneath the Warm

5 Waste Pond, and it moves a little bit slower

6 than some of the other contaminants like

7 chromium or tritium, and so it does come through

0 at a later time since it's moving slower.

9 That's why it ii predicted to come up a little

10 bit later on.

11 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I see. Then

12 where is the measuring point in this aquifer?

13 It must be well downstream from where the

14 downflow -- from where it's entering then.

15 MR. SINTON: Actually, it's not.

16 It's very close actually to where the Warm Waste

17 Pond is. I believe that would probably be the

18 concentration that is indicative of several of

19 the wells that are right below the Warm Waste

20 Pond.

21 MR. GORDON: One clarification

22 point Is that these are predicted values, these

23 are not measured values, so this is a predicted

24 concentration directly below the Perched Water

23 System.

32
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AUDIENCE KEHBERI Doer that value

take into account the decay factor for

strontium?

KR. BINTONt It takes into account

5 the decay in the water.

6 AUDIENCE NEKBERt Why does the

7 strontium move slower?

8 MR! SINTONt Strontium moves

9 slower because atoms have characteristics,

10 specific characteristics, so when they come into

11 contact with soil, each of them behave■ slightly

12 differently. Strontium-90 in this case moves

13 slower than tritium.

14 AUDIENCE NENBERt Because it's

15 absorbed in soil?

16 HR. E/NTONI Yes.

17 MS. GREEN: The additional answer

18 was because it absorbs in soil. We need to try

19 to use the microphone, please, if you don't have

20 a loud voice, or use a note card.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: The reason I

22 asked that is on page A-6, the second column,

23 second paragraph, you define mean values. The

24 question gets back to: Over what area was the

25 aquifer value of mean concentrations determined?

33
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MR. S1XTONx At the black dote that

you saw on the one slide, all. of the wells that

3 are shown on here, these black dots, some of

4 them are in the deep perched zones, some are in

5 the Snake River Plain Aquifer. None of these

6 wells are in the shallow perched zone, which

7 Nolan talked about that little bubble. These

are all either in this bigger potato-shaped

thing or down in the Snake River Plain Aquifer.

10 These wells were the ones that were used to

11 determine or to eetimate the Kean aquifer

12 concentrations. Some of them do not have any

13 detect values, like for americium, there is no

14 detect in the Snake River Plain Aquifer. So

15 there is really no measurable amount of

16 americium down there.

17 Do you have anything you want to

IS add?

19 KR. GORDON; No, the only thing

20 would add is that It's basically -- you're

21 asking about the Snake River Plain Aquifer? The

22 three wells at the top, I believe, are the ones

23 that are in the Snake River Plain Aquifer, which

24 were not used as part of that mean. Those are

25 upgradient wells, these three right here.

34.
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MS. GREEK* Any other questions?

AUDIENCE KEMB2R: Are you still

modeling the flow in the aquifer as though it

4 were homogeneous flow, or is that a flow in a

5 homogeneous medium as opposed to piping and

6 channeling?

7 KR. SIRTIDAI The flow in the

B aquifer was not -- well, it was considered in

9 the Model, but not considered as a key focus In

10 the model. That is, we looked at modeling

11 concentrations from the ponds down to the Snake

12 River Plain Aquifer, so we didn't look at

13 transport away, It you will. The answer i■ yes

14 it was homogeneous, but it wasn't the focus of

15 the model.

16 MS. GREEK: That was because the

17 risk was assessed at the point directly beneath.

16 It wasn't assessed down gradient, so that

19 wouldn't be a factor in the risk assessment.

20 That was ay DOE hat, by the way.

21 Any other Questions? Mote cards,

22 Reuel?

23 MR. SMITH: I don't have any cards.

24 Peter, I just wanted to say would you like to

25 join the table up here.

35
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KR. SINTON: sure.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thi■ question is

for the State. We're told that monitoring of

the Perched Water System and Snake River Plain

Aquifer as well as periodic reviews will be

conducted by EPA and Idaho Department of Health

and welfare, and details for development of the

proposed monitoring plan and criteria for

termination of the reviews will be outlined in

the Record of Decision.

At a briefing in Pocatello, which

was not attended by either one of the regulatory

agencies, we did ask that that plan be available

before the Record of Decision, and the State of

Idaho's representative said that an attempt

would be made to have that plan available this

evening. Is it available?

MR. HOVLAND: Could you let me know

who that was?

Nygard.

meeting.

phone.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It was Dean

MR. HOVLAND: I wasn't at the

AUDIENCE MEMBER; We had a speaker

36
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MR. HOVLAND: I can tell you that

we're working towards developing a plan right

now and we're going to be meeting with EPA and

4 DOE and various consultant■ to develop all the

5 parameters and all the details of that plan.

6 Bo I can tell you we are developing

7 it. The actual plan is not due until 21 days

6 after the Record of Decision i■ signed as per

9 the agreement, but we are developing it through

10 time.

11 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, my

12 understanding from the Pocatello briefing was

13 that the people attending the briefing, at

14 least, had been assured by the State of Idaho

15 that the monitoring plan would be available

16 before the end of the public comment period.

17 Thank you.

16 KR. HOVLAND: You had mentioned

19 basically that it would be available tonight,

20 which is something that I'm not aware of.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: But there is a

22 difference between tonight and 21 day■ after the

23 Record of Decision.

24 KR. JENSEN: Do you want me to add

35 a little to that?
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KS. GREEN: Nolan was on the'

telephone end of that technical briefing.

KR. .788888: I don't remember the

exact promises.. I do know we talked about the

fact that it will 'be done by the Record of

6 Decision. And I guess on• of the things that Le

7 considered here, until we get comfortable, some

8 comfort that this is, you know, the right

9 recommendatiOn, we're not going to go clear into

10 the development of that thing.

11 But basically what we have done,

12 and today, in fact, Dave and Linda today have

13 ■pent some time with Peter on talking about what

14 questions that monitoring should answer, which

15 wells. We have come up with a recommendation

16 that there are about ten of these wells that

17 probably should be monitored.

18 Another question here, by the way,

19 is what periodic monitoring at TRA perched water

20 means, does that mean once a year, once a decade

21 or what? What is going on there is, I guess,

22 the first question is every once in a while or

23 routinely under another law, RCRA monitoring is

24 done on a quarterly basis, every three months.

23 Peter, in fact, did some statistical looking at

38

Sun Nov 22 21:57:14 1992 Page 38



1

2

3

bow often that doe. need to be done. Does it

make a difference if you do it quarterly or

bi-annually?

4 So what we're doing right now is

5 discussing what is the right frequency? Now

6 often should those reviews be done? The

National Contingency Plan also talks about five

8 year reviews, at least every five years, so that

9 would be the minimum. one of the things that

10 needs to done during, that review is not only

11 just monitoring the water, but like we said,

12 we're planning on the TRA Warm Waste Pond being

13 gone next year. They are replacing it with a

14 new lined pond. So one of the first thing. that

15 needs to be done is cone back in, say, a year or

16 two, and look and make sure that that pond is

17 gone and evaluate that. So there is more than

18 just the aquifer that needs to be looked at.

19 Did that give you an idea?

20 AUDIENCE MENDER: Well, I guars I

21 still don't know when the monitoring plan will

22 be available to the public. And maybe the

23 answer is the monitoring plan will not be

24 available.

25 NR. JENSEN* Dave and Linda talked
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about that we need to have that fairly well

established by the time the Record of Decision

is out. Whether the actual plan will be out by

then, I don't know. We really haven't got that

far.

KR. HOVLAND: I can tell you that

I'll certainly talk to Dean to see what his

intent was in his discussion with you on the

call. If you can leave KO a phone number so

can get back to you. Basically, this week we're

going to be out at public meetings all week so

I'll be able to call you next week at the

13 earliest.

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: If I may, to

15 follow up on Beatrice's comment. The very title

16 of the paper that you sent out in the mail to us

17 is the proposed plans for monitoring the Perched

le Water System at the Test Reactor Area.

19 Bo I can understand why there in a

20 lot of interest in what this plan will be. Rut

21 that will not be part of any discussion as I

22 understand it with the public. That's the

23 impression I'm getting tonight.

24 MS. GREEN: If I can put on my DOE

25 hat again. At this point in time that's
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correct. I queue there is always room for

public comment on the project regarding the

availability of that plan for public review.

4 I'm not exactly sure how it would fit into a

5 legal process.

6 MR. NOVLAND1 As I mentioned

7 before, the ■cope of work for a monitoring plan

is due 21 day■ after the ROD is signed. And

9 like Linda and Nolan have mentioned, we're

10 basically putting together that plan now and

11 evaluating different options for the type of

12 monitoring, the type of contaminants that would

13 be appropriate, but it is a key part of this and

14 we're developing it right now.

15 AUDIENCE MENDER: What groups

16 currently monitor this area? What constituents

17 do they monitor for it, and what periods does

18 this monitoring occur at?

19 NS. OREENt Nolan, can you address

10 that?

21 MR. JENEENI You should have just

22 told us. You probably know better than anyone.

23 Basically, the aquifer is monitored

24 by several individuals. EG&G is monitoring at

35 the Teat Reactor Area from the standpoint of are
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the drinking water wells producing clean water.

That is done under the Safe Drinking Water Act.

As most of you are aware, I think, the

4 U.S. Geological Survey do.. en independent

monitoring of well■ all over the INCL. And TRA

6 i■ one of the areas that they are looking at

7 right now, as well as going heck and looking at

B some of the old monitor wells and making sure

that the wells are still adequate monitoring

10 devices end things like that.

11 So the USGS is doing it, and then

12 the State INEL Oversight office is doing

13 monitoring out et the INEL. So there are

14 several groups who do monitoring especially of

15 the aquifer in general. But this monitoring

16 would be specific to answering the questions of:

17 Is this decision or recommendation that we're

le making, were the assumptions correct? Were the

1, predictions correct? And we may use data from

20 that other monitoring to answer that question.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: To he a little

22 more specific, the majority of the wells

23 completed in the perched water, in the deep

24 perched water are sampled either semi-annually

25 or quarterly, and a small fraction of them
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annually, and the wells pictured -- the dots

illustrated that are in the aquifer, they are

either monitored semi-annually or quarterly or

for some well■ on a monthly basis. So all

wells, generally all the dots illustrated are

currently part of the monitoring programa, which

do look for tritium and which do look for

chromium and also do look for strontium-90. So

it is being monitored. Like the USGS monitoring

10 that there is really no end in sight for the

11 monitoring program.

12 MR. JENBENt One of the things we

13 might consider is to just use that DSOS data.

14 If we look at that data, and we believe that

15 that is adequate data for our purposes, then

16 maybe we would work out some system where the

17 DSOS would make sure that they get the sample.

19 that we need when they do their monitoring or

19 something like that.

20 But first of all, we have to decide

21 what we think is right to do and than we'll look

22 at the best way to implement that. USGS could

23 be part of that implementation.

24 AUDIENCE MEMBER3 Where are the

25 State's samples analyzed?
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MR. HOVLAND: Are you referring to

the Oversight monitoring?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I presume the

4 gentleman here, Mr. Jensen, alluded to the fact

5 that the State was getting sample..

6 MR. HOVLAND: That's right. I'll

7 let Flint answer that. Flint is part of the

e IMEL Oversight group, which is a different State

9 group than the group than I'm in, the Division

10 of Environmental Quality.

11 MR. HALIA The monitoring that he's

12 referring to is a couple of what you night call

13 one-time ■hots, which night lead into -- based

14 on what our sampling showed, might lead into

15 some longer term investigations. The analyses

16 for radionuclides that we will be conducting

17 from samples I'm currently preparing myself,

18 those analyse■ will be done at Idaho State

19 University's radiological lab and chemical

20 analyses will be done at the State lab.

21 MS. GREBE: Any other Questions?

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is that Idaho

23 State Lab in being or is that being proposed?

24 MR. HALL: The plan is an

25 investigation at first and it is composing the
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Terofeci plan. There i■ a provious-sampling of

last fall in which I personally saiOled

production wells and sampled them for.aeveral

4 constituents, tritium as well as volatile

5 organics. And the inorganic parameters, I

6 conducted that sampling again last fall, and

7 that involved a production well at TRA, which is

B completed in the aquifer. And the sampling plan

for this fall i■ still planned. It hasn't

10 occurred yet, but it i■ a project that I'm

11 working into norm of a background investigation,

12 not just looking specifically at those wells,

13 just to se♦ what values are there rather than

14 looking at those wells to come up with a

15 qualitative decision, qualitative look at how

16 that perched water affects the groundwater and

17 how it affects, specifically, the majority of

10 the wells pictured on this diagram that are in

19 the aquifer.

20 AUDIENCE NEKBERt That doesn't

21 answer my question, though. Suppose a person

22 draw■ a water sample tomorrow and takes it down

23 to the University, can you analyze it within a

24 week?

25 MR. HALL' Well, it depends on how
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many samples he's working on. He can take a

tritium sample, and for one individual tritium

sample it 'would take nearly a 24-hour period to

analyze.

AUDIENCE NEKBERt vine, but the

laboratory is in being, on line, working?

KR. HALL= It's working.

KR. NOvLAND; I might add that any

State sampling at the INEL goes through a very

detailed QA/QC review by an internal committee.

The internal committee has representatives from

the State lab and various programs of the State.

Basically, we do that because not

only do we want to make sure that the quality

assurance project plans are appropriate for tha

type of sampling that the state is doing out

there, but we also want to make sure -- and we

do periodic reviews of laboratories for the

intended analytical work that Flint is talking

about. So basically it's a program that ensures

that the data quality objective■ are being met

under the proposed sampling plans.

AUDIENCE HUMERI I guess my

question still comes back to the hardware, and

not to committee work.
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1 MR. HALL; Yes, the lab at the

2 University of Idaho does exist and has been in

3 operation and has proven itself to be very

4 reliable. And additionally the people involved

5 In running that lab are -- hadn't realised until

6 recently how well thought of in the scientific

7 community they are. so it is an established

0 lab. It Is a lab that has been in operation for

9 several years, and it is a lab that has been

10 shown to produce very good reunite.

11 MS. GREEN: Any other Questions?

12 AUDIENCE RENNER: Do you mean Idaho

13 Stat• University?

14 MR. HALL: Yes, he just corrected

15 me. It's Idaho State University. I get

16 confused since I have been at both of U of I and

17 Idaho State for education. I mix them all

18 together. But yes, Dr. Bern Graham of the

19 College of Pharmacy is at Idaho State

20 University. And they also produce a periodic

21 report that le sent to the State to detail their

23 monitoring and their work and their quality

23 assurance.

24 MR. MISER: I have a question on a

25 card, and that question is: Row much did the
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Remedial Investigation cost am a rough estimate?

A little over a million dollars.

If we included DON and the State and SPA, total,

4 a million and a half, something like that.

5 MS. GREEN' Dooms that include,

6 Nolan, the work sampling done under COCA or is

7 that since the TrA/co was signed?

0 MR. JICASSNI That'. from our coot

9 account with EG&G over the last year and a half.

10 So if you consider the evaluation of the

11 sampling done before that, who knows, maybe two

12 million, something like that.

13 MS. GRUM* Lola has bean on this

14 project for a couple years. Lois VanDeusen

15 works for EG&G. Do you have a better feel for a

16 total project cost?

17 Ks. VANDEUSENt I think Nolan is

18 right, there was about $000,000 spent before and

19 he's right on the numbers.

20 MS. ORSENt Thank you, Lois.

21 ' Any other questions before we begin

22 the official comment peiriod here?

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a question

24 an the table. I was curious about chromium,

25 that is, under the table it indicates the
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aquifer.

Can you guys hear me?

MS. CiREENt Could you please come

up to the microphone so everybody can hear.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I just had a

question on the table A-7. Chromium is listed

7 as exceeding the drinking water standards under

the aquifer in 1990, and we just had reports

9 about how frequently the aquifer is studied, and

10 to get on to ay question which was: What are

11 the numbers that are coming out of there, not

12 out of the model, but out of the recent

13 laboratory studies, perhaps at IOU they are

14 coming out quarterly, what is the most recent

15 sample that indicates the aquifer concentration

14 of chromium at this point, and not mean, but

17 peak, and then did that reconcile appropriately

10 with the model? It's two years old in the

19 program.

20 MR. SINTON: It sounds like there

21 is more than one question here.

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: First of all, is

23 there any data available at this point about

24 what, as this gentleman raised about the

25 frequency of the studies and lab analyse■ that
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are turned in on chromium, are we talking about

in 1990? I guise I was curious as to what the

results are now, the most recent quarterly

4 report. on chromium. What it peaked at and did

5 that reconcile with the model in question!

6 HR. SINTONs I can't speak to

7 concentrations right now. I haven't seen any

8 recent data.

9 KS. GREENi You developed --

10 correct me Li I'm wrong, I'm putting my DOE hat

11 on again here -- you developed -- or inputs to

12 the model based on historical data up to that

13 date; Le that correct?

14 AUDIENCE KENBERI Up to 1990?

15 KR. SINTONI That's correct, up to

16 1990.

17 AUDIENCE KEKBERI What good is it

18 to get this data quarterly if they are not

19 available now and how are they getting fed back

20 into your model to reconcile appropriately? for

21 all we know here today, the model needs to be

22 upgraded today to reflect the aquifer

23 concentration, for example, chromium, which

24 already exceeds the drinking water standards by

25 40 micrograms per liter in 1990.
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KR. SINTON: One way to answer that

is: Nell U8OS-65, which ha■ been a well that

has been quite indicative of concentration■ in

the shallowest part of the Snake River Plain

5 Aquifer, the concentrations of chromium and

6 tritium have been decreasing steadily and that's

7 a statistically significant decreasing trend.

8 mat trend is independent of any model or

9 emulated decrease. And I can't speak for

10 present day, but the model predict■ the same

11 sort of decrease with time and at the same order

12 of magnitude in the same range, and so without

13 knowing what the data is for 1992, I would say

14 it's probably predicting that decrease that I

15 would expect to see right now.

16 AUDIENCE MEMBER; Would you say

17 then that given the fact that you reported that

18 all of those concentrations, like the chromium,

19 for example, and tritium decreased in

20 concentrations since 1990, perhaps you're aware

21 I have ell the chemical constituent■ listed

22 which decreased or, for example, are some of

23 them increased since 1990, and'did it reconcile

24 with the model?

25 MR. SINTOMI I'm trying to break
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thi■ down into subparts. One of the

contaminants of concern predicted by the model

was cadmium. We don't have a complete

historical record on cadmium concentrations in

the aquifer. It is one of the contaminants that

increases over time, then decreases later on,

because as like strontium-90, it moves slower

than some of the other contaminants. So at this

point the model doesn't necessarily reconcile

historically with that particular contaminant of

concern. We don't have a complete record for

12 it, but for tritium and chromium, which are two

13 very good indicators of how rapidly contaminants

14 move in the environment and give us some measure

15 of certainty, we have good agreement with the

16 model and the observed values.

17 Does that answer your question?

10 AUDIENCE NENBER1 I think so.

19 Thank you.

20 MS. GREEN: We had another hand

21 over in this side of the room.

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: This gentleman's

23 question brings up another one to my Mind. I'm

24 wondering since the chromium in the deep perched

25 zone i■ responsible for contaminating the
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aquifer, how can the aquifer concentration be

higher than the deep perched zone on this table?

I'm comparing page A-7, b and C, so

with dilution, which you have on -- this 6,000

5 foot front of water moving past the wells should

6 provide dilution and the mean aquifer should be

7 lower than the deep parched mean concentrations.

8 MR. SIXTUS: Tor chromium, most of

9 the chromium discharge occurred in the early

10 I don't remember the exact time periods for

11 Chromium discharge, but it was discontinued a

12 number of years back, I believe in 1972, but I'm

13 not sure. This is the reason that the

14 concentration in the deep perched zone is

15 smaller then that in the aquifer. The chromium

16 is moving through as a front or a slug, if you

17 will, and in the aquifer the highest

18 concentration has actually already gone past and

19 is now decreasing, but it's still higher than

20 what is in the deep perched zone. So the

21 chromium that is mobile has moved through the

22 deep perched zone in the

23 aquifer and i■ now dissipating in the aquifer.

24 Was that clear?

25 AUDI/MCI: MINIM: Physically I
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can't visualise it.

AUDIENCE KEMBERs ,Peter, you eight

want to mention it's being diluted by the Cold

Waste Pond, which is free of chromium. In other

5 words, that water i■ moving to the Perched Water

6 System.

7 MR. SIKTONs That is another aspect

of it. The Cold Masts Pond, which does not have

9 ohromisne in it, that particular water does not

10 have chromium in it. The chromium in the deep

11 perched sone is being diluted by the discharge

12 to the Cold Waste Pond and has been since 1980.

13 So that's another reason why that concentration

14 is smaller than that in the aquifer.

15 MS. GREEN: Do we have any other

16 questions before we take oral public comment?

17 Nolan has a card with three

18 questions on it.

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: The first one ism

20 Has the model been validated with anything leas

21 than 1990 data -- or anything since 1990?

22 KR. SINTON: Not since 1990 data,

23 no. It's been a while since that was done.

24 MR. JENSEN: The best I can do on

25 that is in the meeting. we had on the project,
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USGS has been in on those and Larry Kann

basically has Made the Statement that, yeah.

That's kind of weak, I guess.

KS. GRESS: If I can put ■y DOE hat

on again, this project was started a year or so

ago and so that would have been 1991 right

therm, and there is generally a time line

between clotting the data reported and when it's

collected, and a lot of times it's easily a

year between when the USGS samples and when they

report their data. That could be a factor

between the apparent time lin, or ■o.

Back to being a moderator, any

other questions?

MR. JENSEN: The next one 1st How

was the method of validation performed?

MR. OINTON: can I ask for what

you're looking for in terms of validation? Are

you talking about calibration or validation?

AUDIENCE KEKBERt Validation. But

it falls back again, 1990 data that was used to

generate the model) is that correct?

KR. SIRTON: No, actually the 40

years of data for chromium and tritium, the 40

years of data that was collected since the
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beginning of the site operations.

2 AUDIENCE MEMBER: What you have up

3 to that point was used for generating the model?

4 KR. SINTONi That's correct.

5 AUDIENCE MEMBER: And it has not

6 been looked at since that time with more recent

7 data?

8 MR. SINTONI That's correct.

MR. JENSEN: The last question on

LO this card is: Are additional wells being

11 considered under the proposed monitoring

12 program?

13 All I can say on that is we did not

14 propose to the EPA and the State that we install

15 additional wells for this monitoring. Again, we

16 haven't reached a conclusion on that so I

17 wouldn't dare say that we made a decision.

18 KS. GREEN' Any other questions?

19 Reuel, I can see your hand waving.

20 AUDIENCE MENHRR: On the risk

21 assessment, why did you. use -- looking at

22 someone who lived at the site for 30 years,

23 rather than 707 We're always told in Pocatello

24 that we can live with the smoke stacks at PIM

25 for 70 years and I kind of thought that was some
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•ort of special number.

MR. GORDON: They are all magic

numbers. The 30 years is the 90 percentile of

how long someone lives at one residence. So

it's a value that's typically used and generally

accepted throughout the risk assessment

community.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: .8o EPA doesn't

use 70 years?

MR. GORDON; No. This is the

reasonable maximum exposure. Seventy years used

12 to be used to calculate the maximally exposed

13 individual under an old guidance.

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: But we don't use

15 70 years anymore, we use 30?

16 KR. GORDON: Right, 30.

17 KS. GREEN: Any other questions or

10 cards?

19 AUDIENCE [EMBER: If no one else

20 wants to jump in here, I will take a stab at it,

21 although I'm not in risk assessment by trade.

22 I'm Howard Blood from EPA. I have the other two

23 projects that are being discussed here tonight.

24 I think the concept that was

25 presented, but perhaps not clearly expressed, on
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hazard index, which is the non-carcinogenic

risk, which is one that is difficult only

because it's presented differently than the

cancer risk. The hazard index is based on what

is called a reference dose. A reference dose is

a dose that has been established as the dose

that even a sensitive individual in the

population could be exposed to on a continuing

basis and demonstrate no adverse effect. So

when we do our comparison to what concentrations

we find at the site, we compare the two number*

and that gives us that unit less hazard index.

And that unit less hazard index essentially

compares the concentration found at the site to

the concentrations that have been established as

creating no adverse effects. So if you have a

higher concentration than that, you're going to

get a number greater than one.

19 If you have a concentration less

20 than the reference dose, then obviously you fall

21 on the other side of one and it's a clear

22 decision.

23 Now, the hard part, I think, is the

24 part that was brought up, I think in a comment

2S from someone sitting behind me, about where do
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you insert the uncertainty on that? The

uncertainty comes before we develop, or as we're

developing the reference dose. no those number■

4 have just as much uncertainty in them as, for

5 example, the cancer risk numbers, although,that

6 doesn't perhaps come through as clearly. Does

7 that make it clearer or did I manage to muddy

0 things up completely?

9 AUD/Eng MEKBER* I assume you moan

10 the maximum dose that causes no effect? Not

11 just any doe's.

12 MR. BLOODe Where you go is when

13 exposure studies are done, they look for a

14 breaking point, it's called the No Observed

15 Adverse Effect Level. That means that we can

16 teed that to you and you never show any adverse

17 effects, and that's the number that we go for.

18 Now, obviously a lot of these

19 studies are done on other species, so at that

20 point the decielon has to be made how you

21 extrapolate from animal data to human data.

22 Usually we do that by adding safety factors so

23 that the number is extremely conservative when

24 we get to a point where it's a public reference

25 dose.
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The other thing that I would like

to mention, I think Beatrice has raised the

question of the monitoring plan, and I think

it's just as important to make aura that

everyone recognises that the monitoring plan,

even though this is a No Action, is pert of 
the

response that i■ based on the No Action

decision. And we don't have a No Action

decision at this point. We have a No Action

recommendation.

Therefore, EPA is willing to

12 discuss and come to some conceptual 
approach to

13 this, but we don't recommend or sponsor or

14 encourage extensive design on this, because 
if

15 as a result of public comment, we 
choose a

16 different remedy, then any effort that would

17 have been put into that monitoring plan say 
have

18 been an inappropriate effort since we didn't

19 have a commitment to go that way. go that's an

20 important concept to keep in mind on proposed

21 plans.

22 MR. HOVLAND; However, I still will

23 chat with Beatrice on the break to clarify her

24 questions to get back to what she envisioned

25 would be available tonight at the public
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meeting.

XS. ORRENI Thank you, Howard and

Dave.

AUDIENCE MISER* I would like to

ask whether the EPA modeling, which seems to

focus on doses to individuals and the doe.

responses for individuals, if there is any

attempt to model concentration in the food chain

prior to a whole population dose and any attempt

to model population responses?

KR. CONDOM Are you asking -- I

can't figure out exactly which question you're

13 asking. Are you asking do we model the food

14 chain to evaluate the population dose or is

15 there an attempt to --

16 AUDIENCE MENDER: What we have here

17 is a situation where the aquifer is being

18 gradually contaminated by industrial strength

19 dumps end it's being used down aquifer for

20 agriculture and for culinary purposes and there

21 is great potential for large scale, low level

22 exposure to things that are put in the aquifer.

23 We all drink the water from the aquifer. We all

24 use things that are grown in the aquifer, and

25 the cattle all eat alfalfa that is grown with
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pumped water from the aquifer, et cetera.

We don't, however, drink the water

directly from the aquifer ■o much a■ receiving

4 things from the food cbain that has the aquifer

5 for one of the primary sources of all of our

6 water. And the question is: Is any attempt

7 made to model what is really going on in

potential food chain COncentrations and low

9 level exposure beyond what you can ass in an

10 individual exposed to direct consumption of

11 these contaminants?

12 MR. CORDON: The risk assessment

13 that was performed for this site, for the

14 Perched Water System, was meant to answer the

15 question: Should we clean up the Perched Water

16 System?

17 Okay. The water in that deep

18 perched cone, there is roughly a billion gallons

19 there, should that water, does that pose an

20 adverse health effect to someone living out

21 there? What we did to model that was to --

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question is

23 not to someone living out there, but to the

24 population living out there. It's a different

25 question, of course.
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1 MR. GORDON* Well, the short answer

2 is no, population doses were not calculated for

3 the site. Rut I think to just carry that one

4 step further, the Snake River Plain Aquifer

5 itself Will be evaluated in the WAG 10 risk

6 assessment when they do a site-wide Snake River

7 Aquifer evaluation.

MS. GRESS: If I can jump into that

9 response with my DOS hat on. The aquifer will

10 also be looked at for cumulative effects from

11 the Test Reactor Area in general under that WAG

12 2 comprehensive RI/VS. .The concept under this

13 remedial investigation was to look at the risk

14 at close range at the unit, and with the logic

15 being that there iv less risk further away from

16 the unit from the follow-up remedial

17 investigations at the TRA level than at the

IS WAG 10 level. I think we'll be addressing

19 cumulative risk that you're posing.

20 AUDIENCE MEMBERI To carry that

21 question a little further. In the investigation

22 that you did in assuming that the person living

23 at the TRA sit, some years hence gets all his

24 food from either livestock or vegetables grown

25 from water at that site, does that risk
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assessment include the bioconcontration of

various elements from the water to the plant■ to

the animals to the person? Does that include

that bioconcentration?

KR. GORDON' Yes,'it does.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' Does it include

the air contamination and other things?

MR. GORDON: The inhalation pathway

was not evaluated for the Perched Water System.

It was qualitatively evaluated at the beginning

11 and found not to pose a significant risk.

12 AUDIENCE MENBER: I didn't moan

13 from that site, I meant from the whole.

14 MR. GORDON: No, this is only

15 supposed to answer the question about the health

16 impact of the Perched Water System and its

17 impact on the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly

10 below the site there.

19 XS. GREEK: Any other questions?

20 With that, we'll begin the portion

21 of the meeting designed for you to provide your

22 oral comments, oral testimony to the agencies

23 regarding the Perched Water Proposed Plan.

24 During this portion of the meeting,

25 the agencies will listen to your comment. but
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1 will not respond to than tonight. They will be

2 evaluated and then responded to in the

3 Responsivenees Summary for the Perched Water

4 Proposed Plan.

5 I'll remind you again that the tspe

6 recorder is in the back and is available for

7 anyone who would like to record a comment not

directly in front of the audience here. If

9 someone makes a statement for which you would

10 like additional information in order to clarify

11 the comment, please be sure to ask the speaker

12 for that clarification. And the purpose of this

13 session is to make sure that the agencies

14 understand what the individual making the

15 statement is actually :paying.

16 With that, Reuel. do we have any

17 other indication of additional people wanting to

le make verbal comments here tonight on TRA Perched

19 Water?

20 MR. SMITH: No.

21 MS. GREEN: I'll ask for

22 volunteers, then. Start from the back to the

23 front is as good as any order, I guess.

24 AUDIENCE MENDER: My name i■ Blan

25 Holman. My address is 310 East Center,
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Pocatello. I am a native of Columbia, South

Carolina, and the Savannah River Site is a

taciliar neighbor. For the past year, I have

4 been with the Natural Resources Defense Council,

S where I spent a good deal of time focneing on

6 the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant and its

7 high-level waste. I am working with the Snake

River Alliance this summer end'am speaking this

9 evening on behalf of its 1,200 individuals,

10 family and business members.

11 Over three years ago, the

12 Department of energy promised to begin

13 environmental restoration at the Idaho national

14 Engineering Laboratory. Since that time, a

15 steady stream of nuclear Waste has continued to

16 enter Idaho. Since that tine, not a teaspoonful

17 of IMEL contamination has been cleaned up.

is In the meantime, government

19 agencies have effectively undermined their

20 promises for full public involvement in cleanup

21 decisions.

22 Certainly, on the surface there

23 appears to be a banquet of opportunities for

24 public involvement. We have meetings, one right

25 after the other on the Community Relations Plan,
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proposed cleanup plans, the Site-Specific Plan.

We even hear there are some plans to start

scoping for a rite-wide environmental impact

statement. There seems to be a whole lot of

5 planning going on.

6 There are agencies and department.

7 within agencies eager to tell us everything they

0 think we need to know about every plan. Draft

9 Records of Decisions, of course, remain •ecret.

10 Without prodding, the agencies wouldn't even

11 tell us the plan for monitoring groundwater at

12 the Test Reactor Area 125 year■ from now, even

13 though that's the proposed plan.

14 Out all these meetings are in

15 reality, somewhat confusing, laborious and

16 redundant. They will ultimately frustrate and

17 exhaust the public. Whether intentional or not,

le this balkanized approach to public involvement

19 serves mainly to dissipate public participation,

20 consuming time and energy of public interest

21 groups that might otherwise be spent on more

22 productive pursuits.

23 Why don't we regard these meetings

24 as productive?

25 Blurred in the seeming abundance
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of opportunities is the fact that no process

yet exists that allows citizens to participate

or even be represented on the front end of

the decision making process. Agency officials

devise and present proposed solutions, the

public comments on these proposals, and then

the agencies decide what, If any, changes to

proposed actions will be taken in quote,

"response." While this process may occeslonally

-- somewhere on earth -- load to significant

alterations in a plan, it effectively precludes

the public from challenging the basic planning

premise.

14 One such premise set forth on page

15 A-9 of the Perched Water Plan is the notion that

16 the Department of Energy will retain control of

17 the Idaho National Laboratory for the next 125

19 years, 23 years longer than Idaho has existed as

19 a state. Who has decided the INEL will be there

20 for 125 years? Can they guarantee it? Did they

21 ask the people of Idaho? I doubt it. But the

22 people of Idaho just might see a pattern. Does

23 this projection mean that the Department of

24 Energy will be maintaining control over

25 high-level waste until the year 2117? Does that
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constitute interim storage? Would the SOX have

taken such a long-range view when it put sodium

contaminated waste into single walled tanks, or

maybe it did.

What the people of Idaho need or

deserve is substantial procese'reform. First,

cleanup decisions cannot be left to the

bureaucrats and the technocrats alone. Theme

problems are social, not just technical.

Secondly, the people deserve an

honest commitment of accountability to help

restore citizen faith in the DOT. Citizen input

should be welcomed and used, not tolerated and

then ignored.

Third, full disclosure of the

environmental and health concerns, risks and

hazards at the INS/ is needed immediately.

Beyond substantial process reform,

cleanup needs to proceed along a rational

policy. The current patchwork of ITEL cleanup

policies is woven by inter-agency politics and

inevitably warped by the DOE efforts to retain

functions related to nuclear weapons in Idaho.

We believe an honest analysis of the

environmental, health and economic issues
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involved in cleanup should include the

followingi First, no more waste should be

allowed into Idaho. Secondly, on-site waste

4 production should be reduced to the maximum

5 extent possible. Third, on-site contamination

6 should be handled rationally along these lines'

7 First, imminent threats should be dealt with

0 ,immediately, such as possible leaking high-level

9 waste tanks. Secondly, mobile waste should be

10 kept from spreading. Third, interim actions

11 should only be need to reduce risk without

12 significantly complicating future remediation.

13 And finally, someone needs to ask the people of

14 Idaho what the final cleanup standard. should be

15 and what they went the INEL to ultimately look

16 like. Thanks.

17 XS. GREEN: Do we have anybody else

le who would like to made a verbal comment?

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER; John Tanner from

20 Idaho Falls. I believe that DOE had made a

21 sensible decision not to spend money attempting

22 to clean up or somehow purify a body of water

23 which is going to disappear within a few years

24 after they cease adding to it. That would

23 certainly waste -- spending money on that would
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certainly detract from any cleanup that we may

find later really does need to be done.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Dennis Donnelly,

Pocatello. I would like to ask you to please

clean up the contaminants in the perched water.

I think that etrontite and americium and cesium

are exactly what we do not want to see in the

Snake River

Schmalz. I

until 1970,

Plain Aquifer. Thank you.

AUDIENCE NENBERe '14y name is Bruce

was involved in the early work up

and I'm a retired citizen at this

point. I am impressed with the logic that has

gone into the recommendation, and I concur with

it and I have expressed such in writing.

However, something else has caught

my attention tonight, which is this figure of

$2 million. And in coming to

also impressed with the staff

presented here, many of which

that figure, I'm

that's been

are managers,

which 1 presume means other people besides those

that are present. And

recommendation, I find

staff, resident staff,

in developing this

that in, spite of all this

State staff, EPA staff,

we ultimately have to go down to Dames s Moore

to get some developments of the recommendation,
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and that work I'a impressed with too. A fine

report it seems to mot.

But I guess after the past week and

I see this matter of cost and change, government

expenditure, deficit reduction, balanced budget,

I guess my comment is in response to the

previous speaker as an example, it seems to no

that if ■pending money is the solution, we have

an overkill. And in my estimation I don't

expect an answer, I know what the answer is, and

to repeat myself, I don't expect an answer or a

response. Just a comment.

,g8. GREEK: Anybody else who has

not provided an oral. comment who would like to

step up to the microphone and provide one?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is

Beatrice Brailsford, 310 East Drive, Pocatello.

And /cm testifying this evening as an

individual.

Earlier this week we had a briefing

on this plan in Pocatello, which I did think was

kind of a breakthrough. The community in

Pocatello has not been sought out very much by

the people who are doing cleanup at INEL.

The briefing was a little strange.
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However, we had one person from the Community

Relations portion, I guess, Reuel works for HOAG

Idaho. We had an employee of SOLO giving a

presentation and then on the phone we had a

plethora of regulators who were unable to make

the 48 mile drive to Pocatello. That cede me

very angry, because, of course, one of the

reason■ I was excited by the IAG was that there

would be someone in the front of the room

besides the DOE and its contractors. That

evidently is only held for special events.

In the future, I would like to see

the briefings continued, but I would like to ■se

the regulators actually attend. One of the

regulators assured ma that he understood public

involvement I doubt deeply that he does.

I would like to talk about two

things that occurred at the briefing. One,

again, focuses on that fairly loaded statement

on page A-9. First, it was assumed that a

125-year period elapses before individual.

occupy the site. I asked a DOB person who, of

course, I cannot recognize here tonight because

it was on a speakerphone, if that statement

meant that the Department of Energy was planning
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to maintain institutional control of INEL for

125 years, and the sneerer was, quote, "yes," and

quote. I think you have to check around.

4 What was certainly a good deal of

5 the discussion and the scoping meeting for the

6 cleanup PHIS was how long would DOE maintain

institutional control at the site? It seems to

me to fly -- in the 125-year time period, it

9 seems to me to fly in the face of common sense.

10 think we'll have contamination there in 125

11 years, but I don't think that we can absolutely

12 assume for the purposes of planning that the DOE

13 will be there 123 years from now to control that

14 contamination. Again, I really do think that

15 that is a decision that Idahoans must be

16 involved with, not DOS.

17 Now, I would like to focus again on

IS the statement on page A-10. monitoring of the

19 Perched Water System and Snake River Plain

20 Aquifer as well as periodic reviews will be

21 conducted by EPA and the Idaho Department of

22 Health and Welfare. Details for the development

23 of the proposed monitoring plan and criteria for

24 termination of the reviews will be outlined in

25 the Record of Decision.
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I asked the representative of the

State, Dean Nygard and again he was not

present, he was on a speakerphone -- if he

4 understood that we would like to see detail■ of

that monitoring plan before the Record of

Decision. Dean said he understood that, and

7 went further to say that perhaps details could

be available for us here tonight where the

regulators ware as opposed to Pocatello where

10 the regulators weren't.

11 Now, I find that no discussion,

22 evidently, that occurred in that briefing

13 between a citizen of Idaho and an employee of

14 Idaho went beyond that speakerphone. Bo what

15 good was the briefing to begin with? Why did

16 they have to put themseLves out to the extent of

17 sitting in a room in Idaho Falls? And why did I

1B have to put myself out to the extent of sitting

19 in a roam in Pocatello and talking over the

20 airwaves evidently about nothing?

21 So here tonight when I asked again

22 about the monitoring plan and its availability,

23 I was told it would be available -- where here

24 it says, quote, "Will be outlined in the Record

25 of Decision." Evidently maybe it will be
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floating there somewhere 21 days after the

Record of Decision. You know and I know that

there is no access for public involvement short

4 of fairly elaborate administrative or legal

5 steps which Howard Blood was not even willing to

6 tell us about the last time we tried to bring up

7 what happens it we're not happy with the Record

8 of Decision.

9 So we're left approving a plan that

10 we don't even know about yet. You know, maybe

11 we're going to use DSOS status, maybe we are

12 going to use IBU data, maybe in 125 years we'll

13 all be so old that it won't matter anyway.

14 I understand that this is difficult

15 for regulators. I understand that this is

16 difficult for the agencies that cause the

17 contamination in the first place, but that

18 contamination was caused exactly by this sort of

19 thing that, hey, we're in charge and we're going

20 to be in charge for a century and more and don't

21 bother us, we'll put it in a file somewhere and

22 you need not look it over, all you have to say

23 is yes.

24 I encourage you to continue to have

25 briefings in Xdaho towns. I encourage you to
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continue to do meaningful efforts of public

involvement, but if you're going to have

meetings that are nothing more than late night

4 bullshit sessions, then it's not worth it.

5 Thank you.

6 MS. GREEN; would anyone else care

7 to make a verbal comment?

8 AUDIENCE UMBER: John Koran. I'm

9 a retired site worker, and I continue to be ■n

10 environmentalist. You've heard tonight quite a

11 broad spectrum of comments. If you would like

12 to categorize what my comments are going to be,

15 they are going to be at an extreme. You might

14 even use the "L" words I'm a liberal.

15 I endorse the TRA Parched Water

16 System Proposal as well as the other two

17 proposals to be discussed tonight. The Ho

18 Action recommendations represent a realistic,

19 logical and common sense approach to the

20 management of very low levels of chemical and

21 radioactive contaminants 50 foot or more below

22 the surface in an environment of the basalt and

23 sagebrush dessert.

24 I trust, though, as Kr. Schmalz

25 mentioned earlier that a baseline risk
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assessment of this magnitude will not be

necessary for similar levels of low level

contamination now that we know that this type of

4 extensive evaluation indicates that you are at

5 least three orders of magnitude below an area of

6 concern for human health.

7 In light of what has just been

said, I wonder if I could ask a question of the

9 group, and that is: Does anyone know what the

10 initials WIMP represents? Could I have a show

11 of hands? Good, three people.

12 In the mid-1070'sCongress declared

13 the INEL to be the nation's second National

14 Environmental Research Park. To me this goes

15 beyond DOE's ownership of the land. There are

15 very few areas in this country that have been so

17 designated. A11 lands within the boundaries are

16 a protected outdoor laboratory where scientists

19 from throughout the country can conduct

20 ecological studies.

21 This part of Idaho is the largest

22 undisturbed area of sagebrush vegetation with

23 over 400 species of native plants. I would

24 expect that most environmentalists would like to

25 see this area preserved as a National
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Environmental Research Park, well beyond the 125

years that has been identified as part of the

paper study that has been made.

I'm going to touch upon a few other

items. While I'm endorsing the No Action

proposal, I really support perhaps 95 percent of

what is contained in the documentation, and

perhaps for somebody who asks as many technical

questions as I do, this is a very high

10 percentage.

11 Let me mention a couple things that

12 are not mentioned, which I believe should be

13 there. No mention of the tritium or chromate

14 levels in the drinking water at the TRA. Three

16 wells were mentioned and identified, and I

16 believe these are the production wells. There

17 is data on this which should support this study.

18 In fact, the use of these wells should provide

19 drawdown information, which may impact some of

20 the movement of the water from the lower perched

21 zone.

22 Wow, the report also mentions on

23 page A-10 the tritium concentrations will

24 decrease due to natural radioactive decay. It

25 does not mention that dilution is also a factor
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which is taking place.

Now I would like to talk about

drinking water standards, if I may. And I look

4 upon this as a question of honesty more than

5 anything else, and particularly, young lady, Li

6 you don't mind, I'll address this to EPA. And

7 EPA has over the past seven years been

8 preparing -- they have known that the current

9 values used for tritium in drinking water are

10 ultrasafe. And by at least a factor -- and to

11 make it a big number, I'll pay 300 percent.

12 This has been known. EPA hap had a draft out

13 in fact, they started revising the drinking

14 levels seven years ago. They were supposed to

15 have been published in June of '91, then it was

16 postponed to June of '92. This is in 40 CPR,

17 part 141. Last month Y contacted EPA in

18 Washington and the latest date is now April of

19 '93.

20 This fact that these numbers are

21 going to be changed significantly should be part

22 of this report, part of your openness. Tritium

23 will go from 20,000 picocuries per liter -- this

24 is a god-awful number -- to 60,900 picocuriee

25 per liter. Strontium-90 will be increased by a

80

Sun Nov 22 22:20:09 1992 Page 80



11-00306 (5)

1 factor of 5, or 500 percent, if you like, from

2 to 42.

3 The other thing that I will be

4 critical of your report is you have a

5 footnote, I think it's footnote 8, which says

6 that you will not identify the drinking water

7 level for cobalt or cesium-137. I really

8 believe, to be more open, you should include

9 these numbers cobalt-60, 218 picocuries per

10 liter, cesium-137, 119. Then use your footnote

11 to identify that this is for isotopes alone and

12 that when you take into account a multiplicity

13 of isotopes, you're in a different ball 
game.

14 By the way, than• latest figures

15 for EPA that gave you the change in 40 
CFR, part

16 141, these are in the Federal Register of July

17 18th, 1991, and my information now is as of June

18 of '92, last month, that these are the final

19 figures.

20 The other thing I find very

21 interesting, and again, I'm critical of EPA, I'm

22 astonished under the chemical drinking water

23 standards have not been established for cobalt,

24 manganese, fluoride. I can't believe that in

25 today's world that we have not established
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levels that can be used to protect the public,

particularly when you consider how long many of

u■ have been using fluoride artificially

injected in our drinking water for health

purposes.

One final comment, it I may, and

it's basically a request, and I would hope that

you would publish the public comment■ that were

Made at the original meeting several months ago

when the general pooping was being made on this

particular project, because the general

conclusion that was made by the people and the

general theme of the comments that were made was

that there was no need to take protective

action. Thank you.

NS. GREEK: Is there anyone else

who would like to take this opportunity to make

verbal commute on the perched.water study?

Okay, if there are no other

comments to be made at this time, why don't we

take a 15 minute break before the second part of

the meeting where we will discuss the CFA area

projects.

(A recess was taken.)

KS. GREEN: Before we begin the
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second half of the meeting, I would just like to

respond to a comment that was referring to a

nameless voioe on the telephone in response to

4 the question of: I■ DOE going to be around in

5 125 years, said, "yea," end quote. The name of

6 the voice on the phone was myself, and to the

7 best of my recollection I recall my answer being

9 that 125 years wax based on 25 years of

operation and 100 years of institutional control

10 as recorded under DOE order, and quote there.

11 The 100 years of institutional control is also

12 required in the Code of Federal Regulations.

13 Let's move on to the second half of

14 tonight's meeting. From here on we'll be

15 talking about the Rotor Pool Pond at and the

16 Central Facilities Area and the Chemical

17 Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area

18 proposed plans. We combined these because they

19 are very similar in many respects, they are both

20 relatively small units, they both concern pond

21 sediments of ponds that are no longer in use. A

22 similar approach was used in investigating and

23 assessing these sites, and we've come to the

24 same recommendation of No Action for both of

25 these unite.

83

Sun Nov 22 22:21:53 1992 Page 83



1

2

3

4

S

6

7

a

9

10

11

I would also like to introduce the

respective project managers on these sites for

IPA and Department of Environmental Quality.

Dave Frederick to ay immediate right Is the WAG

manager for WAG 4, Central Facilities' Area. Tom

Stoops Is the WAG 5 manager for the State, the

Department of Environmental Quality. Howard

Blood on the far left over there is the WAG

manager for both WAG 4 and S for the

Invironeental Protection Agency.

With that, Nolan, I'll give things

12 back to you then to provide the information on

13 the CPA Motor Pool Pond Proposed Plan.

14 MR. JESSEMI: I get to be lucky

15 enough to have worked on both of these projects.

16 And again, I will present the introductory

17 Information and then if there are any hard

18 question■ I will quickly refer you to my

19 subcontractor.

20 I'll just be presenting the Motor

21 Pool Pond. This is 4-il, Operable Unit 4-11,

22 and both of these projects are quite similar.

23 This one in particular is the thing that we have

24 looked at with the Motor Pool Pond and the risk

25 that the sediments in the pond polio. so it just
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looks at those sediments.

This is a photograph of the Motor

Pool Pond. This greenish arescright here is

4 what we're considering. The Motor Pool Pond is

no longer in use. They. stopped using it in

6 about 1985. This sign right here -- just in

7 case you're curious about what that is, all of

6 the sites that Cr. to b• investigated under the

9 agreement have a sign similar to that one to

10 Mark them so that everyone knows that the 
site

11 is there.

12 As you can see, this photograph was

13 taken just a couple of weeks ago. So the green

14 In there is a result of this rain. 
Earlier this

15 spring it was completely dry.

16 Just to give you a little bit of

17 history of what this pond is all about, out at

18 the Central Facilities Area, which is the

19 administrative arra for MI., a lot of

20 activities like central warehousing and support

21 activities go on at the Central Facilities Area.

22 This building in particular is the

23 service station. And though it's a little

24 bigger than your typical in-town service

25 station, it does a lot of the same kind of

85

Sun Nov 22 22:22:48 1992
Page 85



2

3

things. Maintenance, oil changes, washing, that

kind of thing is done on fleet vehicles and

equipment out at the cite. So that's the

4 building that we're talking about. Thi■ is a

5 photograph inside of the building. This floor

6 drain right here, as things are washed off of

the vehicles, they go down into the floor drain.

That's from inside of the building.

9 Just on the outside of the building

10 there is another drain and grate for vehicle

11 washing. So the wash water went into this

12 grate, both of that went into a sump, into a

13 pipeline, the pipeline went out to the east of

14 the Central Facilities Area. The building that

15 we were just looking at back in here, the

16 pipeline comes out towards us to the east here,

17 and the pipe has an outlet at the back of this

18 ditch. The water then ran through, again, like

19 I said, it hadn't been used since 1985, but the

20 water then ran through this ditch to the east,

21 then into the Motor Pool Pond again over to the

22 right side of the picture. So that's the

23 situation at the CFA Motor Pool Pond.

24 what was done as far as the

25 Remedial Investigation, there were several

86

Sun Nov 22 22:23:12 1992 Page 86



1

2

3

samples collected, 51 to be exact, of the

sediments in the pond in 1999. Them* samples

were collected between 0 and 15 feet, and they

4 were collected both from the pond and from the

5 ditch leading to the pond.

6 So that i■ how the question again

7 was answered* What is out there? And this is a

8 list of the contaminant, that were detected, and

again highlighted are the contaminants that were

10 of greatest concern in the risk assessment and

11 found to cause the greatest risk.

12 Now, as far as how those

13 contaminants can reach an individual, a person,

14 there are a couple of things evaluated. first,

13 we looked at exposure to on-site workers. The

16 Central Facilities Area has about 1,200

17 employees working there. The other thing wee

10 looked at, again, a future resident. In both

19 cases what wa■ considered int .Could a sediment

20 be blown up and inhaled? What would the risk be

21 by exposure to skin, to ingestion of soil, to

22 exposure to radiation at that site? That was

23 looked at for both the occupational scenario and

24 the residential scenario.

25 Also, as I mentioned that in this
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1 case two scenarios were looked at for the future

2 resident, and that was at 30 years and at 100

3 years. The occupational scenario was looked at

4 in the present. Again, because the site has

3 restricted access, no one is allowed to go in

6 there unless on official business. For the

7 current scenario, we did look at the

occupational. This little diagram is supposed

to represent the pond, and the risk calculations

10 showed that risk is about one in a million.

11 For future residents, again, the

12 same scenario and the risk was shown to be about

13 two in 100,000. Both of those numbers are for

14 the non-carcinogenic risk.

15 MR. FREDERICK; Excuse me. Nolan,

16 that would be carcinogenic risk.

17 MR. JENSEN: Excuse ne, sorry,

18 right; carcinogenic risk.

19 AUDIENCE MENDER: IS that risk, ono

20 in a million and two in 100,000, a risk per

21 year, or assuming a 30-year residency at that

22 point?

23 MR. JENSEN: For the future on-site

24 resident. it's a 30-year exposure. Is that

25 correct?
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1 MR. STANISICHt The.

2 AUDIENCE MEMBER: For the

3 occupational that's a per year?

4 MR. BLOOD: No, 25 years.

5 MR. JENSEN: So this is a suanary

6 of the carcinogenic risk for a future on-site

7 resident. Again, in comparison to the risk

range established by the regulations for 100

9 years and for 30 years, as you.can see, they are

10 not that much different.

11 Row, looking at non-carcinogenic

12 effects or toxic effects, as you can see, it's

13 below the hazard index of one.

14 That was a real quick overview, but

15 again, based on that aegessment, we're

16 recommending that No Action be taken. So any

17 questiOfte on this one?

16 MS. GREEN: Do we have any specific

19 questions about the presentation an this? I

20 think we're going to try and lump the more

21 general Q and A session after we do the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Can we see the

24 summary slide on the carcinogenic risk again?

25 Is that a correct representation of the 30-year
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exposure?

MR. JENSEN: Yes. For a resident

living there, starting 30 years from now.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you.

AUDIENCE MENDER: Kay we see the

6 contaminants slide, please.

7 Do you have estimates of the

concentrations or the total value contained for

9 lead or plutonium?

10 KR. STANIBICH: Well, from tha

11 sampling data, we have the SI samples we have

12 the levels that were detected in those samples.

13 I can't give them off the top of my head.

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think there

15 would be a summation of how much of this stuff

16 is out there.

17 MR. JENSEN: Nick is looking

18 through that quickly now. This is Nick

19 Stanialch from MEN. He was one of the people

20 that worked on this project for us.

21 M. FREDERICK: I can give you a

22 quick summation. For cadmium the maximum

23 concentration was MO milligrams per kilogram.

24 The mean was 7.1 milligrams per kilogram. And

25 calculated that mean value based only on the
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3

concentrations that were above the background

level. The background level for cadmium wail 1.6

milligram.. Moving down the non-carcinogenic

4 list, the maximum level of lead detected -- for

S the cake of being brief, all these

6 concentrations will be in milligrams. Lead

7 maximum was 631, the mean, once again, of the

8 value of above background was 121, the

background value for that area was measured at

10 50.2. Chromium, the maximum value was 91, the

11 mean was 32, the background value was 30.7.

12 Barium, the maximum value was 434, the mean

13 value of 189, background of 494. Would you like

14 the information on carcinogenics?

15 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, please.

16 MR. FREDERICK: For cadmium, again,

17 that would be the same as the other ones,

18 maximum 38.8, mean 7.1, background 1.6. In the

19 risk assessment we use the maximum value of PCB

20 detected that was 1.47. Chromium, again, 91.3,

21 32.4, 30.7. Beryllium, the maximum that I

22 detected was 1 milligram per kilogram, the mean

23 was .89, the background values are not detected,

24 and the detection was .23 milligrams per

25 kilogram. For the radionuclides, maximum value
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for cesium-137 was 8.41 picocuries per gram with

a mean of 1.6. And for plutonium-239, the

maximum value was 4.29 picocuries per gram with

a mean of 2.2 picocurios per gram.

Americium-241, maximum of 9.46 picocuries per

gram, a mean of I picocurie per gram.

The reason I did not give you

measured values for stronium-90 and barium-137m

or metastable is because they are assumed to be

present due to the presence of cesium-137.

NIB. GREEN' Do we have any other

specific question■ on the presentation before we

move on to the Chemical Evaporation Pond

14 presentation? Then we'll open it up for more

15 general Q and A on both of the projects.

16 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm wondering, a

17 lot of these contaminants you wouldn't expect

18 from a vehicle servicing facility. Did you ever

19 figure out where the source was for some of

20 those chemicals?

21 MR. JENSON; The best guess is that

22 during the washing, I think the proposed plan

23 alludes to the fact that some of the vehicles

24 had low levels of contaminants that were washed,

25 so that's probably where it cane from.
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: (inaudible.)

MR. JENSENs I can't hear that one.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do they

4 deliberately wash their property; is that the

5 question?

6 AUDIENCE MEMBER: No, the question

7 vast Was it by intent to wash a vehicle at that

8 low level of contamination in that area or was

it not?

10 KR. JENSEN; This is Bill Pigott,

11 he's from EG&G and has worked out there.

12 KR. PIGOTT: What they do is bring

13 the equipment in to service, it's part of that

14 construction equipment. Now, if it's very

15 highly contaminated, they decontaminate that

16 unit out in the field and try to get it all down

17 as low as they possibly can, but there are

18 probably some in crevices and fractures. That's

19 our best guess to where that came from.

20 MS. GREEN: Thank you, Bill.

21 Any other specific questions on the

22 presentation?

23 I would like to now Introduce to

24 you Randy Bargelt. Randy is the WAG 5 manager

25 for EG&G Idaho, who will present information on
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the proposal for the Chemical Evaporation Pond.

After Randy has completed his presentation, we

can respond to specific questions on that

presentation and then open it up to general Q

5 and A on both the CFA and ARA plans. Then

6 following that we'll receive formal verbal

7 comments.

8 KR. BARGELT: Thank you, Lisa. I'm

9 here to talk about Operable Unit 5-11 for the

10 Chemical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary

11 Reactor Area. This investigation is to

12 evaluate, again, very similar to the Motor Pool

13 Pond, the risk associated with sediments that

14 are left within that pond.

15 This is a photograph of the

16 Auxiliary Reactor Area 1, which encompasses this

17 area right here, and the Evaporation Pond here.

18 You can see, this picture was taken when the

19 pond was in operation. And the pond was in

20 Operation from 1971 to 1988, so this is a

21 pre-1988 photograph.

22 You can see here the area that is

23 moist, that this pond is being used at that

24 time. This is a schematic diagram of that area,

25 and the pond was filled, was drained, Building
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627, about 300 feet of pipe out to the Chemical

Evaporation Pond here.

It did not drain any of the waste

from the facility here at 626. During our

investigation or our sampIing,.we noticed that

an area right adjacent to the end of the

discharge pipe, which le about 100 square feet,

was the area of highest contamination.

This is another photo of the area

that was green in the previous photograph, and

you'll notice this was taken at a much later

date, which was a couple weeks ago, and the

green vegetation has since died. And the area

that I pointed out where the star was in the

previous slide was right here, and that's the

16 area of highest concentration. And the 100

17 square feet I spoke of earlier was this area

18 right here with the high vegetation there.

19 This is another photograph looking

30 back towards RA I from the pond itself and just

21 looking to the north. The area of highest

22 concentration, again, would be right in here.

23 During our characterization

24 activities we sampled in 1990 approximately 160

25 samples in 40 locations, and sampled from the
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surface to approximately four feet in depth to

the top of the basalts. The soil■ out there are

very thin, the average soil thickness at the ARA

is about two feet. From that sampling, we

determined the nature and extent of

contanination that was in the pond area.

7 Again, this will be a familiar

looking slide, end the contaminants of concern

9 Were screened very similarly to the other two

10 risk asmeeements that were presented previously.

11 These are the contaminants of concern, and our

12 risk assessment Is being given by barium,

13 plutonium-239 and cobalt-60. The same type of

14 risk assessment for the scenarios that Nolan

15 presented earlier were done here.

16 The name elide. Again, the

17 exposure pathways that were evaluated were

10 inhalation, direct exposure, direct ionizing

19 radiation and soil ingestion and skin contact.

20 These are the main pathways that we were

21 concerned with because of the radiation -- the

22 contaminants of concern were the rad samples and

23 direct ionizing radiation was the major pathway

24 that we were concerned with.

25 Again, similar to the other two
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risk assessments, the current occupational

scenario at the ARA facility, which le a surplus

3 facility, the worker■ ere only out there on

4 decommissioning and decontamination projects and

5 environmental restoration projects. So on a

6 daily basis there are not a lot of workers on

7 the site. It's also a restricted access, but

the risk turned out to be two excess cancer

9 canes in ten million.

10 The future residential scenario at

11 100 years, you notice the facility has been

12 removed, which is in the plan to do at this

13 tine, and a residence was located next to the

14 evaporation pond, and the risk would be one

15 excess cancer risk in one million at 100 years.

16 The carcinogenic risks for the

17 residential scenario both are within the

18 acceptable risk range. At 30 years it was two

19 in one million and at 100 years it was one in

20 one million excess cancers.

21 Also for the pond for the hazard

22 index we see no adverse effects for the

23 non-carcinogenic contaminants and we see it at

24 .09, which is well below the hazard index of

25 one.
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The agencies' recommendations are

that we take no further action on this site

becalm:: it poses very little threat to the

environment or human health.

NS. GREEN: Do we have any specific

questions of clarification on Randy's

presentation before we enter into the general Q

and A session on both plans?

Thank you, Randy.

Let's get started with the question

and answer session on both the Motor Pool Pond

and the Chemical Evaporation Pond, and if you

will please help us out and tell u■ whether your

question is directed towards one specific plan

or both of them in general so we can then

indicate what the response is.

And again, please pass your note

cards to the end of the aisle or wave them,

whatever it takes to get Reuel's attention. If

you have additional note cards that you want

collected during the session, raise your hand.

We'll begin with the note cards as before. If

after reading the card any of the responders are

unclear about what the question is, we'll be

asking the questioner a little more about the
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question in order to provide the proper

response.

For those of you who want to cone

to the microphone and not use note cards, please

do so. If you could pleas* ask one question at

a time so that your questions can be answered

clearly. Any questions on either plan?

AUDIENCE KENNER: I'm Denni■

Donnelly. It's a question on both plans, or an

observation, perhaps, that it would appear that

your methodology again includes risks due to

direct ingestion or inhalation of materials at

the sites and does not include pathways due to

future biological concentrations or biological

dispersal. I would presume that in the

springtime there is a steady stream of water at

the little depressed areas on the site. Anyway,

is that also true for these assessment, the risk

assessment does not include biological

concentration or dispersion?

MS. GREEN: Nolan, do you want Nick

to answer that question on the risk assessment?

Did we include the ecological risk evaluation

that is addressed?

KR. STANISICH: I'm Nick Stanisich.
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I have worked on risk  went. Yes, we do

include an ecological risk assessment to look at

pathways, both vegetation pathways and animal

pathways to humans. We didn't look Specifically

at agricultural scenarios because the soils in

that area are so shallow and basalt out crops

occur numerously in the areas, as you can see by

the photos. So that pathway of raising a garden

or sustained agriculture in that area turns out

not to be a viable scenario.

M$. GREEN: Any others before we

begin the oral comment, receive oral coam►ent. on

both of these projects?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is not so

much a question, but it's an observation. The

half-life for plutonium, for example, is

thousands of years and these bottoms dry up, the

wind blows, they get wet, the animals come

through. If the stuff makes it to the aquifer,

of course, it doesn't stay put.

Ms. GREEN; Was that a question or

a statement?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Just a statement.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a question

following up the question that was asked on the
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Kotor Pool Pond. Do you have the concentrations

of radionuclides of interest, the plutonium,

barium or the cosine-137 that ware found in

those samples?

alteens There was an onset to

Kr. Donnelly•s question taking into

consideration airborne distribution of

plutonium, and I believe --

KR. =MUSICK: That was taken into

consideration in both the occupational and

residential scenarios, inhalation of plutonium.

As you can see, here are the

13 concentrations, the chemicals that were detected

14 and radionuclides, the upper range of background

15 as compared to the range of detection --

16 KS. KRUK: Is this related to ARA?

17 MR. ATANISICH1 This is ARA.

1$ AUDIENCE MEMBER: So only one

19 sample of plutonium was selected?

20 MR. STANIR/Cus That`■ true. That

21 was collected at an area of the highest

22 Concentrations of other radionuclides as

23 surveyed by using field screen instruments that

24 detect ionizing radiation.

25 Another method that we use in the
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site investigation was -- although only one

sample was collected end specifically analysed

for plutonium-239, we used a relationship

between the detection of americium-241 and the

presence of plutonium. Americium-24I, which is

also a transuranic, is detected in the soil

through gamma spectroscopy, then it's probable

that plutonium-239 would also be detected, and

since the detection of americium wee

non-existent through the gamma spectroscopy,

therefore, it was concluded that there was not

significant plutonium concentrations in the pond

sediments.

MS. GREENt Thank you, Nick. Are

there any other risk assessment-type questions?

Do we have any other question■ about data or

risk assessment or any questions on the CFA and

ARA plans?

AUDIENCE MEMBER; Do you have any

specific --

AUDIENCE MENBERI Could you move it

a little bit so we can see the units?

Also the headings of those columns,

it's hard -- that's enough.

KR. STANISiCE: You're telling me I
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have to make this elide smaller or two slides.

AUDIENCE KERBER: Isn't there a

copy of this table in the RI?

4 MR. STANISICH: It is, It's in the

5 report. It's not in the proposed plan, it's in

6 the RI Report, the big report, but there is a

7 summary of the metals detected in the proposed

8 plan. There is a table and index where the

9 concentrations of radionuclides are also listed,

10 I believe -- no -- metals, yes, but

11 radionuclides no.

12 AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's correct.

13 NR. OTANISICR: But it L■ in the RI

14 Report.

15 ME. GREEN: Any other questions on

16 either the ARA or CFA Proposed Plana?

17 If that is the case, we'll go on to

18 the portion of the meeting that Is designed for

19 you to provide oral testimony regarding the

20 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

21 Fond Proposed Plans.

22 Again, the agencies will listen to

23 your comments, but will not respond to then

24 tonight. They will be evaluated and considered

25 for the Record of Decision and responded to in a
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separate Responsiveness Summary for each topic.

If someone makes a statement for

which either EPA, DOR or the State personnel

would like additional information for

clarification, please be cure to ask the speaker

for that clarification so that we can understand

the comments.

For clarity, would you please

state, again, not only your name at the

beginning of your comment but also which plan

you're commenting on at the beginning of your

comment.

Reuel, how many people have signed

up at this point to make verbal comment?

KR. SMITH: We don't have any

signed up.

MS. GREER: Do we have anybody who

would like to make oral comments on either CTA

or ARA Proposed Plans at this time?

When you make your statement you're

welcome to take a single turn up to five minutes

as we described before. If you're not able to

put all your thoughts into a five minute period,

remember that the comment period is open until

August 5th, and written comments are considered
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with equal weight.

1 guess we can begin.

AUDIENCE MENBERt I'm Dennis

Donnelly. I would like to ask you to clean both

places. I feel it would be extremely easy to

do, a few thousand square feet. It's a very

simple cleanup, none easier. I would like you

to be able to say that you've cleaned up your

mess. Thank you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: John Tanner from

Idaho Falls. Once again, I think DOE, EPA and

State of Idaho have made the right decision. I

13 just don't believe there is enough of a mess to

14 be worth the attempt to ■o-call clean it up.

15 The money can better be ■pent elsewhere.

16 KS. GRZENs Is there anybody elm*

17 who would like to make oral comments for the

18 record on these two proposed plans?

19 With that, I'll again remind you

20 that if you change your mind between now and

21 August 5th, that written comments receive equal

22 weight as oral comments and there are forma at

23 the back of the room. If you would like to pick

24 one up and take it with you just in that

25 eventuality, please feel free to do that.
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With that, I would like to thank

you all for coming out tonight and for all your

•fforts. We hope we helped explain sone of the

details connected to this topic. And I want to

thank you for caking comments on this plan.

Thank you and good night.

(The hearing concluded at 9:30 p.a.)
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1 BURLEY, IDAHO, TUESDAY, JULY 21, 1992, 6:30 P.M.

2

3 MB. GREEN: I would like to welcome

4 everyone to tonight's meeting. We're glad you

5 were able to attend, and we certainly look

6 forward to a very productive meeting.

7 My name Is Lima Green. Tonight I

B will be serving a duel role. Pinot, I'll be

9 acting as moderator for the meeting. As

10 moderator my job is to move through the agenda

11 in a timely manner and ensure that everybody who

12 wishes to participate i■ provided an

13 opportunity.

14 The other role I'll be playing

15 tonight is that of the remedial project manager

16 for DOE-Idaha. In that rale I'll be helping to

17 answer some of your questions on the project.

1B I'll try to indicate specifically

19 when I'm putting that hat on so that you know

20 that I've slipped out of the moderator role and

21 into a representative of DOE.

22 We have several goals for tonight's

23 meeting. The first goal is to gather public

24 comment on the three proposed plans. They are

25 plans for No Remedial Action at three sites at

2
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1 the INC L. They are at the stage where 005, CPA

and the State have developed a technical

3 recommendation and are taking public comments

4 before a final decision can be made on each of

5 those three project*.

6 Input received during this public

7 comment period, including formal comments made

at this meeting and written comments received

9 during the comment period, will be used to

10 evaluate the recommendation that's been put

11 forth, and than to formulate the final decision

12 for these three sites.

13 The second major goal is to give

14 you an opportunity to ask questions and inform

15 you about the details of the three proposed

16 plans that are before the public at this time,

17 and also to explain how they are put into a

10 broader scope of DOS's cleanup activities at the

19 INCL. So basically we're here to listen to each

20 other tonight.

21 Let's take a moment to look at the

22 agenda that you received when you entered the

23 room. If any of you did not pick up one, we'll

24 be happy to provide you with one. As you can

25 see, we have three topics on tonight's agenda,

3
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1 The first topic is a proposed plan for the

2 Perched Water System at the Test Reactor Area.

3 Following a brief presentation on

4 that topic, we'll have a question and answer

5 session to clarify any information that you

6 would like to have explained in greater detail

7 than what was provided in the presentation.

8 After wave answered all yOur

questions, we'll then take time to receive your

10 formal verbal comments on the Perched Water

11 Proposed Plan.

12 After a short break, we'll move on

13 to the Pecan(' part of tonight's meeting, and

14 that is to discuss the proposed plans for the

15 Motor Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area

16 and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the

17 Auxiliary Reactor Area.

18 These projects are very similar in

19 nature. we combined them in response to a

20 number of public comments that we received in

21 the past requesting that we try to combine

22 similar topics whenever that's possible. So

23 that's what we've done here tonight with the

24 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

25 Pond.
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At this time, I would like to

introduce *overall individuals in the audience.

The first one is Reuel Smith; if you would like

to stand, Reuel. Reuel is the community

relations plan coordinator for the IMEL. This

is also probably a good time to mention that the

public comment period on DOE's Community

Relations Plan has been extended to September 1,

1902. This plan establishes the process by

which DOE communicates environmental restoration

information to the public and help. communicate

concerns back to DOS. So if you have any issues

13 related to the Community Relations Plan, then

14 you might want to talk to Reuel tonight.

15 The second person is Mike Coe.

16 Mike, would you please stand. Mike is with the

17 INEL public affairs office. So if you have any

18 questions or comments outside the scope of

19 tonight's meeting, Nike will be happy to speak

20 with you either at the break or following the

21 meeting. And I think Mike had some information

22 he wanted to provide here tonight?

23 MR. COE: Tes, I just wanted to

24 announce that the draft INEL Site Specific Plan

25 is now available. The Site-Specific Plan

5
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1 basically outline. the IWEL's environmental

2 restoration waste mauagoaent activities, plans

3 and opportunities for public participation for

4 the fiscal year. This year we did things a

5 little different with the Site-Specific Plan.

We're making draft plans available for public

7 review so you can now comment on the draft

S Site-Specific Plan, and your comments will be

addressed and incorporated into the final Site

10 Specific Plan. The comment period on that

11 starts on August 7th, and we'll have • meeting

12 in Twin Tells on August 24th to accept public

13 comments. If you want a copy of that, please

14 just see me at the break or after the meeting,

15 and I'll make sure you get a copy of it.

16 XS. GREEN: Thank you. Mike. Linda

17 Baird is also here tonight. Linda is the Twin

10 Palls Outreach office manager. And Linda, would

19 you like to say a few words also?

20 349. BAIRD: I would just like to

21 remind all of you that we do have an Outreach

22 office for the Magic Valley. We're located in

23 Twin Falls. We would welcome any of you to

24 utilize the office. We have a public reading

25 room that has the administrative records. We're

6
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2

also available to help you in acquiring any

documents that you're looking for. So please

3 feel free to utilise our office for any

4 information that you're seeking.

5 MS. OREM Thank you, Linda.

Finally, based on some concerns

that were raised in a technical briefing in the

8 Twin Falls area last week on theme plans, we've

asked Larry Mann, who is the program coordinator

10 for the US Geological Survey, we've asked him to

11 attend. Larry is here to answer any questions

12 about the Snake River Plain Aquifer that say

13 fall outside the ■cope of the three limited

14 projects that we're discussing here tonight. So

1$ if you have questions about groundwater concerns

16 related to the rut that the experts on the

17 threw project■ here cannot answer, we'll ask

le Larry to supply us with those answers.

19 After each of the two presentations,

20 questions may either be submitted in writing

21 using the note cards you found on your chairs or

22 you're welcome to come up and use the microphone

23 that Lane will bring forward here.

24 We use note cards for a couple

25 reasons. One is they do allow people to clarify

7
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3

4

questions and the respondents get a second or

two to prepare a good answer to those Questions.

Second of all, some member■ of the audience may

not prefer to use the microphone. So that's why

5 the note card. are there. If you don't wish to

6 use them, please feel free to use the microphone.

7 We ask when you use the microphone,

8 please state one question at a time before you

9 go on to the next so we can provide a good

10 answer to the first one before we start thinking

11 about the second one.

12 Then after each question and answer

13 period, there will be an opportunity for you to

14 provide comments on the proposed plans for the

15 agencies' consideration. This is the formal

16 verbal comment period related to each of the

17 plans.

18 How do you make comments? As I

19 mentioned earlier, one of the purposes i■ to

20 provide you an opportunity to make your concerns

21 known to the agencies verbally. If you choose

22 not to do so, you may wish to submit written

23 comments or additional written comments in

24 addition to your verbal testimony. The address

25 of where to send the written comments is on the
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back side of the agenda. If any of you have

brought prepared statements hero tonight and you

would like to have them included in the record,

you can either read them during the oral comment

period or you can provide them to Reuel Smith

for Inclusion in the record.

There is a tape recorder available

at the back of the room If you would rather not

provide your oral comments to the audience and

would like to do it privately.

In addition, there are specific

comment forma available at the back of the room,

one for each of the three projects in different

colors. You're welcome to fill out a form

tonight and leave it with Reuel or send it to us

in the mail. And I remind you that written

comments and verbal comments receive the same

weight.

Both written and verbal comments

are evaluated and responded to in the

Responsiveness Summary. You're welcome in

making your verbal comments, you're welcome to

take a single turn up to five minutes to make

your statement to ensure that everybody gets a

chance to participate.

9
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The comment period for each of

these projects runs through August 5, 1992.

What happens to your comments after you have

4 made them? After the comment period has ended,

5 the Department of tnergy will prepare a

6 summarization of oral and written comments

7 received during the comment period on •ach plan.

8 The three agencies, DO! and WPA and the State,

8 will then evaluate these comments and respond to

10 the comments that are relevant to each topic in

11 a document called a Responsiveness summery,

12 which is part of the actual Record of Decision

13 for each project.

14 If anybody has signed the attendance

15 register or given written comments and provided

16 a return address, they will receive a copy of

17 the Responsiveness Summary.

18 We have a court reporter here

19 tonight to transcribe the meeting. To help the

20 court reporter, please everyone take a few

21 moments that it takes to come to the microphone

22 if you're not using the note cards) otherwise,

23 the court reporter may not capture what you're

24 saying for the record, each time you come to the

25 microphone with formal comments, not necessarily

10
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just questions and answers, but to make your

formal comments, pleas• be sure to state your

name and the court reporter has asked that you

4 please spell it for the record.

5 Now that I have given a lengthy

6 introduction, I would like to introduce the

7 agency representatives that are up here with me.

0 To my immediate right i■ Dave Hovland with DEQ

9 for the State of Idaho. To hie right is Linda

10 Weyer with the EPA, Region 10. / would like to

11 give both of them a chance right now to make any

12 brief remarks that they would like to make in

13 opening this meeting.

14 MR. HOVLAND: Thank you, Lisa. I'm

15 the Staters IKEL technical manager in Eloise.

16 I'm also wearing another hat tonight. I'm the

17 technical lead for the TRA. I have a

is counterpart in the Idaho Falls office, and

19 that's Shawn Rosenberger, who couldn't be here

20 tonight, but two of his staff member:: are and

21 they are going to be involved in the other two

22 proposed plans.

23 I would like to introduce than.

24 The first one is David Frederick. And Dave is

25 the lead for the CFA, and he's an environmental

11
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scientist. The other person is Tom Stoop.. Tom

Le an environmental scientist, and he's also the

lead for the ARA. I would like to mention that

the State supports all three of these proposed

plans, and we have been actively involved in the

entire process that went into the remedial

investigation reports that were fed into this

proposed plan, and therefore the recommendations

that are made tonight.

The other thing I would like to

mention, as Lisa mentioned, we're very, very

12 supportive of a lot of public comment, basically

13 to feed into this Record of Decision and the

14 Responsiveness Summary that will come out of

15 these public comment periods.

16 I'm also really pleased tonight to

17 be able to introduce Dave Humphrey, who is out

10 in the audience over there. Dave i■ the State's

19 deputy director and the Governor's coordinator

20 for the IMEL oversight Program.

21 MS. MEYER: My name is Linda Meyer.

22 I'n with the Environmental Protection Agency.

23 I'm the project manager for the Test Reactor

24 Area, and have been working on that site since

25 October or so. I work sore closely with Nolan,

12
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as the other side of the table there.

We ere also going to do a

presentation for the Test Reactor Area, which is

my Waste Area group. And Howard Blood is the

environmental Protection Agency representative

for the other two proposal■ that are presented

this evening.

I would just like to emphaeine that

we are involved in these projects from the

•coping phase and through the final and point,

and at this stage in the process, we haven't

reached a decision, but we have agreed on a

recommendation, and your input at this point is

important to us. So we encourage your

participation in the process.

WS. GREEN: Thank you, Linda.

With that introductory note, let's

move right into the presentation of the Perched

Water System at the Test Reactor Area.

First, 1 would like to introduce

Nolan Jensen, who is the DOE project manager for

that project. Nolan.

14R. JENSEN: What I'm going to try

to do tonight is not stand in front of my

slides, so is this a good spot? can you see

13
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past me?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: We can sell

through you.

4 MR. JENSEEI Again, the three

S projects we're going to talk about tonight are

6 the Parched Water System at the Test Reactor

7 Area, the Motor Pool Pond at the Central

0 Facilities Area and the Chemical Evaporation

9 Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area. So those

10 are three different areas at INEL.

11 I guess before we start into this,

12 the first thing I would like to do is talk to

13 you for just a few minutes about the process

14 that we do go through in coming to these

15 recommendations.

16 It's kind of hard to take several

17 months of work and reduce it down into a ten or

10 fifteen minute presentation. It's kind of

19 frustrating for u■ sometimes, and perhaps for

20 you as well, but what I would like to do first

21 is go through the process and explain how we

22 come to these recommendations, than we'll go

23 through each project so you can see how we step

24 through the process for each one of those

25 projects.

14
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Again, these are the three sites.

Just a quick photograph. This is the Test

Reactor Area. Most of it anyway shows up on the

4 elide. These are series of waste water ponds

5 out by the Test Reactor Area, and I'll be

6 talking about those a little bit more when I get

7 to that project.

a This is the Motor Pool Pond. I

believe this is the Lost River range that you

10 can see in the background. We're looking

11 northeast in this direction. This area right

12 here is the Motor Pool Pond -- or whet used to

13 be a pond, I guess I should say.

14 Then this is the Auxiliary Reactor

15 and this is the Chemical Evapokation Pond right

16 here. Again, it's what used to be a pond.

17 Okay. Let's talk about the

IS overview of the process for just a minute.

10 First of all, how did we become a superfund site

20 and get into this process to begin with? Under

21 the federal law, it'■ referred to as Superfund,

22 but It's really called the Comprehensive

23 Environmental Response Compensation Liability

24 Act, and now you know why they call it

15 Super fund.

15
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But it's set up to look at sites

that are potentially contaminated and

3 potentially pose a threat to human health and

4 the environment. There is a scoring done by the

5 Environmental Protection Agency, and the INEL

6 went through that process and it was placed on

7 the National Priorities List at the end of 1989,

8 in December of 1989.

9 Now, once we are put on that list,

10 what does that mean? That means that we need to

11 go out to the site, to the TIM., and look at all

13 the potential contamination sites out there aad

13 evaluate then and find out if they pose a

14 significant threat and if that needs to be

15 cleaned up.

16 That investigation process is

17 called a remedial investigation. And tonight

18 we're going to be talking about the three

19 remedial investigations for three of the 'item

20 out there, and they are the ones that we've

21 mentioned.

22 Once the remedial investigation is

23 done, the three agencies come to a

24 recommendation. Tonight we've mentioned on

25 these three sites we've come to a recommendation

16
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that there is no problem, there is no cleanup

needed. But once we get to that point, we come

3 to the public to find out if you agree with our

4 recommendation■ end help you understand how we

3 came to that decision, and then based on your input

6 we will make the decision, the final decision.

7 As Lisa said, that is documented in what is

8 called the Record of Decision. Once the

9 decision is made, then the decision is

10 implemented.

11 Let me talk in Just a little more

13 detail about the remedial investigation. The

13 investigation really is -- even though there is

14 a lot going on and a lot of things to consider,

15 it's not really complicated, as far as what

16 we're trying to accomplish. The investigation

17 is just trying to answer a couple questions.

18 Number one, what kind of contamination is out

19 there? How much? Sow concentrated? And then

20 given that concentration and the potential for

21 that contaaination to reach either humans,

22 animals or whatever, what risk does that pose?

23 I■ it a problem? So that's what that

24 investigation does. The first part, again, is

25 characterization. The second part is the

17
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assessment of the risk.

Once the calculations have been

done, there is a regulation known as the

4 National Contingency Plan. It is in the Cod. of

5 Federal Regulations. The National Contingency

6 Plan establishes ranges for risk that we compare

7 our calculations to to determine if there is a

0 significant risk or unacceptable risk.

EPA has established for

10 carcinogenic or cancer causing contaminants a

11 range between one in 10,000 to one in one

12 million possible incidents of cancer. So what

13 we're saying is, we do a calculation and if we

14 find out that the potential cancer causing

15 contaminants at that site could cause a risk in

16 this range or below, then it's not a problem.

17 If it's above thin range, then we need to

18 consider cleanup.

19 AUDIENCE MENDER; How much is this

20 range?

21 MR. JENSEN: The National

22 Contingency Plan was just updated in March of

23 1090 is that correct? I think that was the

24 last update.

25 That's for carcinogenic risk.

10
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AVDIeNce NeNBXR: Nolen, that just

talks about excess cancer, right?

MR. JBM01114 Right.

4 MIOIEMCI NXIMICRI It doesn't talk

5 *bout other things?

6 RR. JENSEN* No, that's the next

7 part, I'm getting to it. There is another part,

0 and that is other types of health effects. For

9 example, doss this contaminant cause skin

10 rashes, high blood pressure, kidney damage,

II liver damage, that kind of thing. So these are

12 the non-carcinogenic or toxic effects. And it's

13 looked at a little bit differently. What is

14 done in this case is a hazard index, what is

15 termed as a hazard index La established. What

16 is done is there are studies on all these

17 different contaminants to find out at what level

10 or what is the highest level at which no adverse

19 effect is shown.

20 So then we compare our level, the

21 level of the contamination at the site, to that

22 level and find out if they are above this

23 number, this hazard index. I hope that was

24 clear.

25 But anyway, if you're below that

19
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number one, what that •ay■ is there is clearly

no potential for any adverse health effects.

That also takes into consideration sensitive

4 people for populations like Infants or sick

3 people, that kind of thing. If we're above one,

than we need to consider cleanup.

7 That's generally the process

that'■ followed. Now, at IWEL we put together

9 an agreement, it's called the Federal Facility

10 Agreement and Consent Order. That is an

11 agreement between the three agencies, DOE, EPA

12 and the State of Idaho, on how we'll implement

13 the Superfund process at INEL. That agreement

14 was signed on December 1991, so it was just a

15 few months ago.

14 Because INEL is a big facility,

17 it's pretty tough to go out and look at

18 everything at once, so the National Contingency

19 Plan suggests that complex sites be broken up in

20 smaller pieces. So what we developed at the

21 INEL was this concept of Waste Area Groups. And

22 a Waste Area Group essentially corresponds to

23 the different facilities at the INEL, with the

24 exception of WAG 10, and WAG 10 is specifically

25 looking at cumulative effects, pulling

20
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everything together end in particular looking at

the Snake River Plain Aquifer. So the three

sites that we're talking about tonight are at

4 three of thou Waste Area Groups.

5 Now, those Waste Area Groups are

6 still not snail pieces of work, so they are

7 further divided into what is known as operable

8 units. Basically, this is just a bite-siee

chunk of work, something we can focus on and

10 determine if there is a problem.

11 Again, these are the three operable

12 units that we're looking at tonight. Then what

13 we will do for each of these Waste Area Groups

14 is we will look at each of the operable units.

is In the case of the Test Reactor Area there are

16 13 different operable units. The last operable

17 unit that we'll consider will be a comprehensive

18 investigation for all the Test Reactor Area.

19 Once all of those are done, then they will roll

20 up into this Waste Area Group 10 comprehensive

21 study.

22 We start with the small individual

23 sources, small individual pieces, look at them

24 cumulatively for each waste area group or each

25 facility, and then we'll do one last evaluation

21
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for the INEL in its entirety and focus on the

Snake River Plain Aquifer in that case.

So hopefully that will explain

where we're going with these three projects and

how they are divided.

Any questions just on that general

7 process so far?

e AUDIENCE UMBER: I'm wondering

9 about -- you talk about comprehensive

10 Investigation. You are talking about cumulative

11 impact, right?

12 MR. JENSEN: Right.

13 AUDIENCE MEMBER: If you look at

14 each individual site, look at the cumulative

15 impact of each individual mite when you're going

16 through the process, but you're not going to

17 look at the cumulative impact of all these sites

18 until, what, 1999?

19 MR. JENSEN: it starts in 1998,

20 that last one.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is there any

22 mechanism for revisiting, say, the Perched Water

23 System under the TRA when you get back to that?

24 MR. JENSEN: Yes. There is always

25 potential. If you find ont something that was

22
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unexpected, that Record of Decision needs to be

revisited for sure.

3 AUDIENCE MESSER: So you're not

4 going to close the book until that'■ done?

5 MR. JENSEN, Well, we'll close the

6 book as far as we cone to a Record of Decision,

7 but then if we come up with new information that

B sheds core light on the ■ubject then we would

reopen it, if that's found to be necessary. But

10 not necessarily so, is what I'm trying to say.

11 Any other questions on the general

12 process before we start talking about each

13 project?

14 The first one that we're going to

15 talk about is the 'rest Reactor Area, Perched

16 water system. Again, this is at waste Area

17 Group 2. Now, the focus of this study was to

18 look at a body of water, which we call the

19 Perched Water System. It's a body of

20 groundwater beneath the Test Reactor Area. And

21 the focus of the study was to look at that

22 water, that perched water, and the effect that

23 that perched water has on the Snake River Plain

24 Aquifer and determine if that poses a risk.

25 So again, I showed you this

23
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photograph before, this is the Test Reactor

Area. What happens is during the operation■ of

these industrial facilities at the Test Reactor

4 Area, the wastewater from those operations is

3 discharged through a series of ponds.

This one right here is called the

7 warm Waste Pond. We talked to you about that

one about a year ago about the contaminants and

9 the sediment.. This is called Cold Waste Pond.

10 These two are essentially the ones that have

11 most of the water going into them and the Cold

12 Waste Pond especially has the greater volume of

13 water going into it right now even though it's

14 essentially clean water that's moot of the

15 volume.

16 But anyway, as the wastewater goes

17 into these ponds it percolates through the

18 subsurface. As it percolates down through the

19 sediments in the pond, it encounters layers of

20 soil in the subsurface that aren't as permeable

21 as others. In particular, there are two layers

22 beneath the Test Reactor Area, two layers of

23 soil that slows down the water as it percolates

24 downward and it slows it down enough that the

25 water mounds or perches, so that's where the

24
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term perched water come■ from.

Directly beneath each of the ponds,

if there is enough water going into them, as it

4 encounters that first layer there is a small

3 perching body of water. Then there is a larger

6 perched water body at about 150 feet.

7 Again, here is the Snake River

$ Plain Aquifer. I didn't bring It up here, but

you might have noticed this is a drill core of

10 the rock down there. Basically, the whole

11 subsurface is layered lava rock, basalts, this

12 is some basalt and sedimentary interbeds, just

13 regular sediments. So that's kind of what the

14 rock looks like down there.

15 KS. GRUM: Nolan, could you

16 further explain that while that looks like a

17 pool of water there, in fact it is within the

1B open 'spaces in that rock. I don't know if we

is should pass that around to people to look at.

20 MR. JENSEKz Larry, tell us if

21 there is anything to learn.

22 This is Larry Kann from the USGS.

23 In the subsurface, I guess some people have the

24 conception that there is a big body or a big

25 ocean down there, but really it's just that the

25
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water fills in the void spaces in the rock.

Thi■ basalt, this Le a pretty solid piece of

rock. If you looked at it on a bigger scale,

4 you would see there is fractures and crack■ in

5 it.

6 What is really happening is the

7 sedimentary layers of that might be sand or

S gravel. There i■ void spaces in that sand and

9 gravel and that is where the groundwater is. In

10 the basalts it's probably mostly in the

11 fracture* and the water is sitting in those, but

12 it mounds up in those, ■o there is kind of a

13 mounded -- saturated mound of water down there.

14 Does that make sense?

15 MR. HOVLAND: You might also

16 mention the water is still going through the

17 perching song slowly.

18 MR. JENSEN: Right. It doesn't

19 stop it dead, but tt slows it down enough that

20 it creates e mass, so it does continue to flow

21 on down.

22 And what this is a picture of,

23 again, is the boundary of the Test Reactor Area.

24 This is the pond that 1 referred to earlier.

25 This and the approximate outer extent of that

26
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larger deep perched body. It's about a little

leas than a mile long and about a half mile wide

3 when this picture was done, or this thing was

4 created.

5 Where do we get that information?

6 Basically all of these little dots are

7 monitoring wells. The wells are located at

8 different levels, sone of them in the aquifer,

9 some of them up in the perched water itself.

10 But that's where we get the information.

11 And what was done was not only look

12 to the water levels in those wells, but samples

13 were also collected from those wells and

14 analyzed for different contaminants.

15 Mow, basically that explains how we

16 find out what is out there. Now, the next

17 Question is; Okay, we found out what's out

18 there, how bad is it? That's what the risk

19 assessment part does.

10 For that what I'm going to do is

21 turn the time over to Joe Gordon. Joe Gordon

22 from Dames a Moore out of Colorado did most of

23 the work on this. Joe did the risk assessment

14 calculations, and I'll let him talk about that.

25 MR. GORDON: Well, this is meant to

27
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sort of give you a graphic ides about what the

risk **easement process is. The first step is

you go out and you evaluate all the data at the

4 site, identify whether the contaninanta are a

5 concern at the site, then you use that data and

follow essentially two parallel paths.

7 On the left there is the toxicity

8 assessment where you evaluate those contaminants

9 of concern from a toxicity standpoint for both

10 carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects. Then

11 in the exposure assessment you evaluate how the

12 contaminants and water are flowing through the

13 soils over time as well as calculating what the

14 contaminant uptake would be to humans and

15 ecological receptors. Then those two things are

16 put back together in the risk characterization

17 at the bottom here, where you combine the

18 concentration and exposure to humans and

19 ecological receptors with what the dose response

20 is.

21 The data obtained during the site

22 characterization is screened down to identify

23 those contaminants, which are envisioned to

24 contribute to at least one percent of the risk

25 at the site. So that way we can focus the risk

28
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assessment on those things which are going to

dominate the risk. The contaminants that are

highlighted there ars the ones that turned out

to be the most important in terms of risk

assessment.

Risks to humans were evaluated by

looking at the hypothetical exposure scenario in

which we envisioned that someone goes out and

lives at the site right at the Test Reactor

10 Area, installs a well directly below the Perched

11 Water System into the snake River Plain Aquifer,

12 draws all of his water for domestic purposes

13 from that well, irrigates his crops, feeds his

14 livestock and he eats all of his vegetable. and

15 livestock from the site.

16 Then we also evaluated ecological

17 receptors. Na looked at vegetation in terms of

1e uptake of groundwater by vegetation. We looked

19 at herbivores, who eat that vegetation also

20 consume groundwater that's pumped to the surface

21 and, in the process of irrigation, that soil

22 bacons. contaminated and direct contact with the

23 soil as wall as carnivores, who are exposed to

24 all these same pathways with the addition of

25 consumption of animals at the site.

29
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In order to evaluate the flow of

contaminants and water at the site, we

constructed a groundwater model, whose purpose

was to predict concentrations of contaminants

and water flow over time at the site.

One additional finding of note here

Is that the Perched Water System, Deep Parched

Water System will disappear within seven years

after we shut down the Cold Waste Pond. And the

Cold Waste Pond was the one that Nolan mentioned

11 as the one pond which contributes most of the

12 water for the Perched Water System. I think

13 about 90 percent of the Perched Water System

14 comes from the Cold Waste Pond.

15 MS. GREEN: Joe, I think you need

16 to say a little more about what that water is,

17 if you would.

18 MR. GORDON: The Cold Waste Pond is

19 essentially clean water. Cold means clean,

20 that's what's cold means there, and warm means

21 radioactive. That's what the nomenclature is

22 there. The Warm Waste Pond, a, you may or may

23 not be aware, is being replaced with a lined

24 pond now as we speak. It's being constructed.

25 So I think -- correct me it I'm wrong, but by

30
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based on is the assumed reactor and TRA

operations for 25 years plus the fact that

regulations exist that would require

4 institutional control for low level waste left

5 in place for 100 years.

Now, those regulations would apply

7 to whoever owned that Land, be it DOE, be it

8 &nether agency or be It a private person or

9 industry. So that's what the 125 years is based

10 on. And that was a point in time selected to

11 make one calculation. As Joe pointed out, we

12 mak. many other calculation■ for other points in

13 tine also, and the recommendation is based on

14 all of those evaluations, not just the

15 calculation for 125 years.

16 KR. GORDON: This kind of gives you

17 the full spectrum there of over time what the

18 risk would be to someone who was living out

19 there. so what this is telling you that if

20 someone lived out there in ten years the risk

21 would be acceptable.

22 AUDIENCE KENNER: Well, isn't it

23 true that groundwater moves? So why would we

24 even think that the same water would be there in

25 125 years?

32
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MR. GORDON; Well; the Perched

Water System, it's true, the Perched Water

System will dissipate within seven years of the

4 Cold Waste Pond shutdown, but there are still

5 contaminants out at the site there, and the

6 groundwater model that we constructed looked at

7 natural rain, percolation through the Warn Waste

8 Pond and through the sediments that are there

right now. So this basically assumes that we do

10 nothing else out at the site.

11 MS. GREEN: I'm not sure if we

12 really answered the question.

13 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It wasn't really

14 a question, it was an observation that this is

15 meaninglesa because that perched water won't be

16 there in 123 years, it will have dissipated

17 away.

18 MS. GREEN* I think the risk

19 assessment was based on water in the Perched

20 Water System moving to the aquifer and a well

21 being drilled in the aquifer right there.

22 AUDIENCE MEMBER: It wouldn't be

23 there, it would have moved on. This is what

24 water does.

25 NE. JENsEN: What it's saying is

33
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that even though most of the perched water is

gone in seven years through rain or whatever,

those contaminants still could in small amounts

go down to the aquifer.

Like Joe said, what was evaluated,

what if someone put that well right beneath the

Test Reactor Area, what kind of contaainants

would they be expected to be drinking out of

that water over the years. And that was

evaluated through 125 years.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I guess what I'm

saying is we're not concerned what is going to

be right there in 125 years, we're concerned

with what has moved on down.

1(8. GREEN: And I think that's why

the ten-year, for example, the ten-year

evaluation, was made to get a nearer term impact

of what would move down from the perched water.

Unless you're talking about -- again, I'm

wearing my DOE hat -- if this -- you're talking

about past releases to the aquifer before today;

is that what you're talking about, is that what

your concern is?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm saying that

the contamination that's there right here, right
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now wouldn't be there tomorrow, it moves, it

moves some, maybe it's a little, maybe -- but to

say that it

MR. HOVLAND3 I think it would help

If yOu would, maybe, define what "operable unit"

is here and the fact that there is another

operable unit out there that basically takes

care of what has gone off of TRA, and it's the

WAG 10.

10 MR. GORDON: I think there is also

11 another operable unit, which is what is up at

12 the surface, what is in the Warn Waste Pond

13 sediments.

14 MR. HOVLAND: Y think the idea i■

15 that the computer model predicts the

16 concentrations in the snake River Plain in the

17 top twelve and a half feet directly beneath the

IB Perched water System, and it's that contribution

19 of the Perched Water System on the top of the

20 aquifer, which is very conservative, because

21 there is not a lot of mixing. You just look at

22 the top of it, and that is what is predicted,

23 that defines this operable unit, the one we're

24 addressing. But this should really be pretty

25 well defined before we move on. I think it's a
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critical issue.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think what the

concern is it's not what is at the site, it'■

what moved off the site and on down the aquifer

towards Magic Valley.

MR. GORDOWs Let me address that, I

7 thought that might be where you're getting.

B This risk assessment actually evaluates th•

9 maximum concentration and the maximum impact

10 that you could possibly get because it

11 calculates the risk to someone who installs a

12 well directly below the Perched Water System

13 without dilution through the Snake River Plain

14 River Aquifer at some further downstream place.

15 KS. GREEN: So we basically

16 evaluated a More conservative scenario than what

17 you have raised as a concern and found that even

15 in that sore exposed situation that there is no

19 unacceptable risk to that person. So it follows

20 that if there is no unacceptable risk to people

21 drinking the water right near there within ten

22 years, that there would not be any greater risk

23 to people further away.

24 Anything that's already in the

25 aquifer, any contamination that'■ already in the
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aquifer today is going to be evaluated, a■ Joe

said, under both the TRA Comprehensive

Investigation and then & couple years after that

4 the WAG 10 Investigation. I think at this time

5 maybe, Larry, can you shed some light on the

6 issue that's been raised here? -

7 KR. KANN: Well, there is a history

of 40 years of Wegtowater disposal, 1.a.

9 around 1952 when it all started. And we've --

10 we being the Geological Survey, have tracked

11 many or those contaminants as far as eight or

12 nine miles south of the point at which they were

13 injected in the aquifer or exposed to a

14 percolation pond.

15 In that eight-mile distance you can

16 pick stuff up, there is no question about that.

17 The question from a health and safety

le standpoint, which we have to look at too, is

19 along the leading edge of that plume that is

20 developed in the aquifer with specific

21 contaminants in it, that's a method of detection

22 limit, that's usually five percent or less of

23 any maximum contaminant level set for drinking

24 water by EPA.

23 So yeah, concentrations of
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contaminants, I think there was a tritium

driver there from -- well, in 125 years the

tritium would be gone ',scams, of radioactive

decay, that's in ten half-lives and ten

half-lives it wouldn't be there. You wouldn't

be able to distinguish it from background

concentrations. And tritium does occur

8 naturally in water as well as from the

9 atmospheric testing program.

10 With the other, cobalt and

11 chromium, cobalt has a five year half-life, it's

12 going to be gone. The chromium, I guess, Would

13 probably be the real risk driver for anything

14 after 125 years. It's reactive, so it'■ still

15 going to be in the aquifer, but it will be,

16 number one, diluted and number two, it will be

17 absorbed out, it will be immobilized and attach

18 itself to a rock rather than being in the water.

19 And I think that's what the risk analysis shows.

20 NB. GREEN! But before 125 year..

21 AUDIHICE MEMBER* The thing that

22 really bothers me about -- yeah, the dilution

23 will be the solution for this, but we have all

24 these many, many projects out there, many, many

25 waste things that are going on and it dilution
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Is the solution to all of those, then pretty

soon, you know, 1998 or whatever it is rolls

around and we do our comprehensive look at what

all the different contaminants are doing to our

aquifer and we go, oh, gee, we have a big

problem. Well, we already know that now. Why

are we letting dilution be the solution?

KS. GRUEN: I think Nolan or

someone on the project, I think we need to

emphasize the basis for our recommendation is

not relying on dilution. We need to emphasize

12 that.

13 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, dilution in

14 time. What else is it then?

15 XS. GREEN1 I think the other

16 factor that's being heavily relied on is the

17 characteristics of absorption into soil and that

18 type of thing, decay and absorption. And I'll

19 turn it back over to the technical people.

30 MR. CORDON: What we did was we

21 looked at the worst, really the worst place that

22 we could possibly put a well, and it's only as a

23 point of departure to look at other places where

24 you could put wells where dilution becomes a

25 factor. Okay, but we didn't look at dilution
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beyond the worst place you could put a well.

AUDIENCE RENDER: To me it seems

3 like if you're not going to clean it up, then

4 you're letting dilution clean it up.

5 MR. JENSIK: what we're trying to

6 say Is we don't need to let dilution clean it

7 up. It's clean without dilution. It'a not

posing a risk without dilution. So that was the

whole point where dilution occurs. We're not

10 saying it doesn't, but what we try to evaluate

11 is what if someone put a well at a spot before

12 dilution occurred? And what we're finding out

13 is that even in that weret case, it's not a

14 problem or in ten years it won't be a problem.

15 That's not to say that, you know,

16 we like the fact that there is contamination

17 down there or anything like that. In fact, the

18 reason that we're doing this one so quickly and

19 we started this investigation about almoet a

20 year before the TAG was even signed, this

21 agreement was even signed, because we knew there

22 was contamination down there and we knew it was

23 a priority and we needed to find out if there

24 was a problem. So we tried to look at the worst

25 case we could to find out if that were a
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problem, and what we're saying i■ •ven in the

worst possible case of someone putting a well

right there, we think it's okay. In ten years

it's not going to be a problem.

MR. HOVLANDt Larry, you have

6 looked at quite a few wells out there. What is

7 a typical well screen for a residential well?

It's a lot more than 12 feet.

9 MR. MANN' You'd be looking at 50

in to 100 feet in most of those areas.

11 MR. 110vLAND: The significance of

12 that is with a larger screen there in a

13 residential well you get a lot more mixing of

14 aquifer. With a 12 foot screen at the top of

15 the aquifer there is virtually no mixing, and it

16 would be a very conservative highest

17 Concentration.

18 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Isn't that

19 dilution. Isn't that what dilution is?

20 MS. GREEN: No, what we're saying

21 is we didn't rely on it because we used a 12

22 foot screen rather than a 50 foot screen to

23 evaluate it.

24 MR. HOVLAND: That was the point

25 there, with a 12 foot screen you'd have
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virtually no dilution, thus giving you a very

conservative approach to looking at the worst

case scenarios with this well.

4 MS. NETER: I think we should

5 clarify too, it isn't exactly we're not doing

6 anything. The warm Waste Pond is going to be

taken off line shortly here and that's the

8 source of the contaminants.

9 AUDIENCE MENMERt Why don't you

10 close it down now? You've known about it since

1I when?

12 NS. GREEN: It's in the process.

13 When it was determined to be a problem, there

14 was a request made for funding. The INEZ. made a

15 request for funding to replace the pond. It's

16 taken this long to do the planning and the

17 permitting, and now construction is taking place

18 this summer. And the construction of the liner,

19 at least, will be completed during the summer.

20 I can't tell you the exact time frame for

21 actually using the lined pond instead of the

22 unlined pond.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER' So what is in the

24 unlined pond would be moved over to the lined

25 pond or is it going to evaporate?
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MR. HOVLAND: Actually that's

another operable unit. Last year we had some

3 meetings on the proposed plan for the interim

4 action for the Warm Waste Pond sediments.

5 That's currently in the remedial -- part of that

6 Record of Decision and treatability studies arm

7 going on right now to work out what is the most

e efficient way of removing the contaminants.

9 KS. GREEN: And the water that is

10 presently going in the unlined ponds would be

11 diverted to the lined pond.

12 MR. JENSENI If you went out and

13 looked at that pond right now, it'. alsoet dry.

14 So there's not much water in there.

15 MR. GORDON: I think another point

16 to make here on the ten-year scenario is that

17 the Test Reactor Area is still going to be

18 operating in ten years. So no one is going to

15 be living there and drinking that water even in

20 ten years.

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER; What is in the

22 cold pond?

23 KR. GORDON: The Cold Waste Pond?

24 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yea.

25 MR. GORDON: It's uncontaminated
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water. Maybe someone else --

MR. HOVLAND: it's basically just

cooling water.

MR. GORDON: It's cooling water

from the reactor.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: It must be

7 wastewater otherwise you wouldn't be calling it

8 waste.

9 AUDIENCE MEMBER: .It's above

10 groundwater that is used for cooling water.

11 MR. MENNEN' I think it is

12 something like air conditioning units, they pump

13 the water through those to cool down and the

14 haat exchanger■ in that water is also going in

13 there. But that also monitors that water

16 continually to make sure that there aren't

17 contaminants going in there.

18 AUDIENCE )(EHNEN: But it says in

19 the little thing that if it carries 85 percent

20 of the total volume of water even though that

21 water is not contaminated, which would also

22 contribute to driving down contaminants, that

23 volume of water.

24 MR. GORDON' Well, it does

25 contribute to the total' volume of water, yea.
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It does not significantly contribute to the

driving of contaminants. If we stopped

discharging, the contaminants are going to go

4 down within seven years.

5 AUDIENCE KERBER: If you have a

6 large volume of water, it will be, or won't it?

7 MS. GREEM2 Joe, wasn't a risk

8 assessment done assuming that it remained in

9 operation?

10 RR. CORDON* Right. It assumed

11 that we continue operations of the Cold Waste

12 Pond actually for 25 more years. And that's the

13 end of operation■ and decommissioning of the

14 Test Reactor Area, then the 100 year to control

15 period. So actually assume the Cold Waste Pond

16 operations continue for the next 25 years.

17 Well, similarly we calculated the

18 potential adverse effects from non-carcinogenic

19 contaminants and found those also to be

20 acceptable for both 125 and 10-year scenarios.

21 So in summary, there are currently

22 no unacceptable risks -- well, there are no

23 risks to current residents, obviously, since the

24 site is restricted. And the risk to a

25 hypothetical resident living at the site would
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become acceptable within ten years.

1 guess with that, I'll turn it

back over to Nolan.

XS. ORIINNs You'll have an

opportunity for more questions and answers on

this plan after Nolan does his presentation, he

only has a couple more slides. so there is

plenty more opportunity for questions and

answers.

MR. JMNSENs Basically, I'm just

going to go through the conclusions now. We

already mentioned, based on a risk assessment we

don't think we need to do anything to clean up

the water; however, recognising that this was

15 based on a dynamic system and a groundwater

16 model, a computer model that made these

17 predictions, we still need to keep an eye on it.

18 It doesn't mean we just walk away and forget

19 about it.

20 So the recommendation is that we

21 continue to monitor the situation. The

22 regulations, National Contingency Plan, as I

23 talked about earlier also talks about five-year

24 reviews, or it talks about the agencies will

25 need to go back and look at this decision at
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least every five years. It may happen more

often than that.

So what we're saying is that even

though we're recommending that we don't need to

clean up the water, we still need to keep an eye

on the situation and review it periodically to

make cure that the assumptions'that we based the

decision on, or the recommendation on, are

correct.

Maybe I'll give you a real quick

idea of what we mean when we say monitoring.

This was a question that cam. up at our meeting

lest night. Assuming that after public comment

that we do go ahead and implement this decision,

basically what we will do is develop a plan for

monitoring this. What we'll have to do -- and

we've talked about it some already, is we'll

have to decide what contaminants we need to

monitor.

Obviously, we already know which

ones are of greatest concern. Tritium and

chromium are two of those that wa need to

monitor. We also need to take out of that slide

/ showed you with all the wells on it, we would

pick some of those wells, some key wells, come
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In the aquifer and some in the perched water in

order to keep track of that situation to make

sure that it behave■ like we expect it will.

Also we need to look at the

frequency, whether we take samples four times a

year, once a year, that kind of thing. And then

7 at what point or what information do we get that

helps us decide that, yeah, things behaved as we

9 thought they would, we can stop monitoring now,

10 or on the other hand it didn't behave like we

11 thought it would, we need to go back and look at

12 it again.

13 So that's the idea when we say

14 we're going to monitor, that's the idea that

15 we're talking about.

16 Okay, that's it. Any other

17 questions?

10 AUDIENCE KENEENs Is it okay if I

19 ask a question?

20 NS. GREEN: I was going to say for

21 the general question and answer session, if you

22 could use the microphone.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: On page A-5 it

24 says the Warm Waste Pond is currently used only

25 for disposal of reactor cooling water containing
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low level radioactivity. And I would like to

know how low is low. There is not anything else

that tells us what that means.

MS. GREENS Nolan, do you have

information on that current disposal?

MR. JENSEN, Well, the point that I

was trying to make was in 1970, I believe it

was, one of the other key contaminants,

chromium, they stopped using that. What

chromium was used for was it was a rust

inhibitor in the cooling process. Bo that

cooling water had chromium in it. They stopped

using chromium in 1970, I think -- wasn't it?

2972 something like that. So there is no more

chromium even going into the pond.

There used to be three reactors

running, now there is only one, so just based on

the fact that there are fewer operation■ going

on, there are fewer contaminants going in. But

I have also talked to people about is that the

amount of contaminants, radioactive

contaminants, in that water has even been

reduced through a treatment process. But I

don't know, off the top of my head, how much is

treated. It used to not go through that
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treatment procesm.

K8. GREEN: Do w• have that

information in the RI?

KR. GORDON: It's in the RI Report.

Like tritium information there is between 100

and 200 Curies per year discharged to the Warm

Waste Pond over the last few years.

318. GREEN: Over bow many gallons?

Did you want the total amount or were you

looking at concentrations?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, I wa■

looking at cesium.

13 N8. GREEN: Concentrations of

14 cesium coming out of the water?

15 MR. SMITH: Lisa, while they are

16 looking that up, can you explain what a RI

17 Report is? I'm not sure everyone knows what

18 that report is.

19 148. GREENS I'll put my DOE hat on

20 again. An RI is a Remedial Investigation

21 Report. We have copies on the back table that

22 were developed for each of the three projects,

23 and the RI report summarised all of the data

24 that wa■ used to make the recommendation to

25 calculate the risk and it also explains how the
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risk was calculated and summarizes that.

MR. .11818111(1 That's another good

point. This proposed plan, the smaller document

4 that you all received in the mail, it you're on

5 the mailing list, that is just a condensed

6 summary of the Remedial Investigation Report.

7 The actual report is a 10t bigger and has a lot

S more information in it. Where is the closest --

9 like Linda mentioned, those report. are Located

10 in Twin Walls.

11 MS. BAIRD: The official repository

12 is in the Twin Falls Public Library, but we also

13 have copies of all of those documents in our

14 office as well.

15 MR. GORDON: Going baCk to your

16 question. Over the last few years there have

17 been about ten million gallons per year

18 discharged in the warm Waste Pond. Our number

19 for 1990 for tritium -- I mean for cesium-137

20 Was zero. For the year before it was .01 curies

21 of cesium-137, before that it was .02. I mean

22 it essentially has dropped off.

23 MS. GREEN: This is the question

24 and answer session for the Perched water System

25 for TRA. Before we move into the official
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comment period, if you would rather not come to

the microphone, please feel free to write your

question on a card and raise your hand and Reuel

Smith or Mika Coe will collect the cards and

bring them up to the appropriate parson to

answer the question.

It would you like.to use the

microphone, please feel free to do so. I just

ask that you plea.* provide on• question at a

time ■o that we can answer the first one before

we go on to the second one. Do we have any

questions, any more questions on the Perched

Water Propoeed Plan?

With that, I guess we'll move on to

the oral comment portion of this meeting to

receive formal comments for the record on the

Perched Water Proposed Plan.

During this portion of the meeting,

the agencies will listen to your comments, but

we will not respond to then tonight. They will

be responded to in the Responsiveness Summary

that will eventually be in the Record of

Decision after a decision ha■ been reached.

I remind you again that a tape

recorder is in the back for anyone who wants to
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make a comment but wishes to do so in privacy.

If somebody makes a statement which

DOS, SPA or the State would like some

4 clarification about, or would like additional

5 information to clarify what the comment le, we

6 ■ay ask you for come clarification. This is

7 Just to make sure that we understand the comment

8 so that we can evaluate it for the final

decision.

10 Reuel, do you know how many people

11 have signed up to make official comments?

12 MR. sxmx: We had two question

13 marks so far.

14 MS. GREEK* I guess I'll remind you

15 that written comments have the•same weight as

16 oral comments, and any comment that we receive

17 by the close of the comment period on August 5th

1$ will be considered in making the decision and

19 will be responded to in the Responsiveness

20 Summary. If you would like to make an oral

21 comment and can't fit all of your comments into

22 the five minute period, or think of something

23 after you go home, please feel free to submit

24 the additional written comments prior to August

25 Sth.
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With that, can I see a show of

hands for people who would like to make oral.

comment■ for the record. so we have one person.

Would you like to make your comment

5 at this time?

6 AUDIENCE MENEM My name Ls

7 Carolyn Hondo from Burley. I'm speaking on

behalf of the Focus area group. Pleas• bear

with me, these are kind of like notes that I'm

10 reading from.

11 We would like to see the

12 information on how low are low levels of

13 radioactivity which is In the brochure instead

14 Of having it say low. It would be more helpful

15 for us that can't run down to Twin Falls and

16 look up a bunch of stuff.

17 We feel that continued use of the

18 warm waste Pond is the clearest indication of

19 INEL's misguided priorities. Not only i■ INEL

20 continuing to add radioactive contaminants to a

21 cleanup site, which has been identified for over

22 five years, but also the Additional water will

23 continue to reach previous contaminations

24 further down into the aquifer.

35 Moreover, the Environmental
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1 Protection Agency and the State of Idaho are

reetee in their respective enforcement

responsibilities for not closing down the West

4 Reactor Area pond.

5 EPA and the State would have full

4 recognition, RCRA has the mixed waste sites, and

therefore under their jurisdiction the plan

fails to mention that the TRA has 49 solid waste

9 management units. These include leaching ponds,

10 underground tanks, rubble piles, cooling towers,

11 waste injection wells, trench drains and

12 assorted spill■ where hazardous; and mixed wastes

13 exist. A reader of INEL's Plan might be led to

14 believe that the Warm Waste Pond and the

13 contaminated perched water are the only problem

16 areas at TRA. Additionally, the pond has been

17 in continuous use for 35 years.

18 We question DOS's characterization

19 of the size to the perched water contamination

20 plumes because of the location and depth of the

21 monitoring wells. The State of Idaho's review

22 strongly suggests that wells along the north and

23 northeast margin of the network are too deep to

24 intercept or represent water levels in the deep

25 perched water zone. That is, the deep perched
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water 'One ray ahtend farther to the north and

northeast than previously raaaaniume by bor.

Planym listing of contaminants

tails to list end plutonium-23S, 231

and 240, wlach war+ found in tha ,RA leach pond

plankton in *Oncentration ranges from 40,000 to

400,000.

pus to led/to-1214 11 pillion poor

atd attonloa's 26,000-year half-122e,

In thole isotopes are conaidered permanent

11 oOntamiftenta in the environmant by trA.

12 Riladara of one Plan deserve norm

13 imtOrAition then this,' exceed !Magical afire

14 drinking water standard' or a footnote 'stating a

11 Standard of 4 'Miran per year. The standard

IS for Caeium..137 which is net 'stated in the

17 brochure is 200 Dim:tourism par liter. This

13 places casino-127 1,315 tines over the drinking

1, water standard. kaarLaium-241 is 140 times

20 Over. strontium-00 is 370 times over, and

21 tVitinia ta IPA times over the drinking water

22 standard.

23 TRA lieu immediately lass than two

24 &ilea up gradient to the lig Lost River.

25 Considerable uncertainty exists as to
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contaminant transport time within the aquifer

due to the existence of lava tubes, etc., in a

very non-homogenotic geology of the Snake River

4 Plain Aquifer. Moreover, DOE's contention that

3 there is no current use of the perched water or

6 contaminated Snake River Aquifer in the vicinity

7 of TRA and that only considered use of the area

8 in 125 years is totally unjustified.

9 Plutonium-238, 239 and 240

1O concentrations in the TRA leach pond as

11 previously Cited has been studied at length in a

12 1987 'MEL report. This report stated that the

13 highest plutonium concentrations was found in

14 net plankton.. Plankton concentration ratios

15 ranged from 40,000 to 400,000 for the plutonium

16 isotopes and varied with sampling dates. These

17 values reflect to efficiency with which

18 plutonium is taken up by plankton.

19 The plutonium figures are relevant

20 when considering that the migratory water fowl

21 are eating the plankton and moving off site, and

22 potentially into Idahoans' diet. Two other DOE

23 sites, Savannah River and Oak Ridge, have had

24 problem■ containing radioactivity on site.

25 The decision by the state,
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DOE-Idaho and EPA to do nothing on interim

actions on the TRA perched water is an affront

to common sense and demonstrates blatant

disregard for Idaho's most valuable resource,

groundwater. Contaminated water in the perched

zones must be pumped and treated to minimize

further migration into the rest of the aquifer.

The federal government must never again be

allowed to foul our waters and just walk away.

Monies currently being channeled into nuclear

materials production would more than adequately

12 fund environmental restoration such as a pump

13 and treat.

14 MS. GREEN: Ma'am, we have a

15 clarification.

16 MR. HOVLAND: We have a point or

17 two we want to get clarified. In the 1967 INEL

18 Report, so we can address this comment, do you

19 have the specific reference for that and which

20 pond specifically?

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER: On the plankton?

22 MR. HOVLAND: On the plankton.

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: what I have is

24 some numbers DOE-Idaho-12111 at 39.

25 MS. GREEN: Is there anybody else

58

#12-9
P-24

#72-10
P-22

Mon Nov 23 09:02:42 1992 Page 164



1 who has changed their mind and would like to

2 make an oral comment for the record?

3 Okay, If there ars no other

4 comments to be made at this time, why don't we

5 take about a fifteen minute break before we

6 start the second half of this meeting.

7 (A recess was taken.)

8 MS. GREEN: If anybody Is

9 interested, there is a copy of the Record of

to Decision on a separate action, the Ordnance

It Interim Action, if yeu'd like to see an example

12 of a Record that describes the cleanup that will

13 be undertaken for the ordnance remedial action.

14 It also includes the Responsiveness

15 Summary. So if you want to see an example of

16 how comments are incorporated and responded to

17 in a cleanup decision, there are copies of the

15 Record of Decision for the ordnance project in

19 the back of the room.

20 From here on out we'll be talking

21 about the Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond Proposed Plans. We have

23 combined these two projects because they are

24 similar in several ways. They are both

25 relatively small units. They are both pond

59

Mon Nov 23 09:03:15 1992 Page 165



1

3

4

5

6

7

B

10

11

12

13

14

15

15

17

sediments, ponds that are no longer used.

We used a similar approach in

evaluating them, and we're coming forth to the

public with the same proposal of No Action for

both of them.

I would also like to reintroduce

representative managers for both of these sites,

for EPA and the State DEQ. Sitting to my right

is Dave Frederick. He's the manager for the

Motor Pool Pond project. To his right -- I

better look next time. Sitting to my right is

Tom Stoops, the project manager for the Chemical

Evaporation Pond, and to hi■ right le David

Frederick, the manager for the Motor Pool Pond.

On your far right end of the other table ie

Howard Blood, who is the EPA manager for both of

these projects.

19 With that, Nolan, I'll turn things

19 back over to you. Nolan is going to give you a

20 very brief presentation summarising the Motor

21 Pool Pond investigation, and then we'll have an

22 opportunity for questions of clarification on

23 his project. Then we'll move on to a

24 presentation on the Chemical Evaporation Pond,

25 followed by a very brief opportunity for
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1 questions of clarification. Then we would like

2 to throw it open to more general questions and

answers on either one of these two

4 investigations.

5 After all of those opportunities

6 for questions and answers, then we will have the

7 formal comment period to receive verbal comments

$ on both of the projects. So with that, Nolan,

9 take it away.

10 KR. JENSEN: Thank you. I got to

11 be involved with both of these two projects so

12 you have to hear me again.

13 Like Lisa said, the next two

14 projects are very similar. They are both ponds,

15 or what used to be ponds, and now we're looking

16 at the sediments in those ponds to find out if

17 those sediments pose a risk. So again, that's

16 what the bottom of this slide points out is that

19 we're focusing on those sediments in the ponds.

20 This first one is the Motor Pool

21 Pond et CFA. mere is a photograph of it. This

22 photograph was just taken a couple weeks ago.

23 It's just a small pond. It was taken out of use

24 in 19$5, so as you can see, there is no water in

23 there any longer. This sign right here, if you
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1 can see that, is each of the sites that are

2 going to be investigated under the agreement

3 that I talked about earlier. The INEL has one

4 of theme signs placed there to point it out.

5 That's about it on the pond.

6 Let me talk for a minute about what

7 went on here. This is the service station out

0 at the Central Facilities Area. The Central

9 Facilities Area Is kind of the central location

10 that has a lot of administrative function■ for

11 the entire INEL. It has things like the

12 warehouses there, the central warehouse, there

13 Is a cafeteria, a large cafeteria, several

14 functions. One of those was this service

15 station for the fleets and the equipment out

16 there.

17 As you can see, It's a little bit

16 bigger than the normal service station you have

19 here In town, but that's the kind of function

20 that it served.

21 What this is a picture of one of

22 bays insides of the service station. And as the

23 vehicles and equipment were brought in for

24 service to change the oil and that sort of

25 thing, contaminants were washed off or fell off
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the vehicles and went down into this grate

inside. Then also on the outside of the

building, there was thin wash area, a wash bay.

4 As equipment was washed here, the wash water

S went into this grate, it wont into a sump, the

6 sump than fed a pipeline. This is the building

7 here, the service station, and the pipeline from

8 those two sumps came out here and discharged

9 Into this ditch right just back behind -- you

10 can't see it, but it was right in this area,

11 then it flowed through this ditch, and then

12 again into the Motor Pool Pond. So that is how

13 the contamination got there.

14 Now, what was done was several

15 samples were collected of the sediments in the

16 pond. They were collected between 0 and 15

17 feet. There were 51 samples collected. That's

18 essentially what was done.

19 What we found was, again, after

20 going through the process that was described

21 earlier, this is the list of contaminants, and

22 the ones that were found to pose the greatest

23 risk and the key ones are the ones that are

24 highlighted here.

25 So basically now we've answered
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that first question; What i■ out there?

Now, th• next question is: How bad

is it? What was done to evaluate the risk, was

first of all, we looked at both the risk to

5 workers at the Central racilities Area and then

6 we also looked at the risk of someone who would

7 live there in the future, someone who would

8 build a house there. in both cases what we

9 looked at was what would be the risk to that

10 person if they inhaled the sediments in the pond

11 if they were brown up for some reason, if it

12 came into contact with your skin, or what would

13 happen with soil ingestion? We say eating the

14 dirt, but however -- also direct exposure to the

15 contaminants, the radioactive contaminants.

16 Should I clarify soil ingestion?

17 Did i make that confusing? That's basically if

18 you get dirt on your hand, if you were to sat

19 something and your hands would get on your

20 sandwich, that kind of thing. Any way that you

21 could actually get those sediments into your

22 body, that's what we're talking about.

23 What we found was that for the

24 current situation out there, for the workers at

25 the site, for carcinogenic risk, cancer causing
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risk, that comes out to about one in one

million, the risk range.

Now, looking into the future, in

4 the case that someone Could go there and live

5 and live at the pond, again, those same pathways

6 were looked at, the inhalation, the dermal

7 contact, the sane pathways, if someone were to

8 go out there and live, we looked at both 100

9 years in the future and 30 years in the future.

10 After doing the calculations for

11 the cancer-causing contaminants, as you can 'tee

12 for the 30-year time frame it falls right in

13 there. I don't remember the exact number, but

14 you can see for the 100 years they are about the

15 same, and they fall within what is considered to

16 be the acceptable range by the federal

17 regulations. That's for cancer causing

18 contaminants.

19 For the non-cancer-causing

20 contaminants, or the toxic contaminants, it fell

21 below the hazard index of one. So again,

22 according to the IPA criteria, it doe■ not pose

23 an unacceptable risk.

24 So as a quick conclusion, based on

25 those risk numbers the agencies are, again,
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recommending that No Action be taken because

there is no unacceptable risk at the site.

MS. GREEN: With that, I would like

to take a couple minutes to see if anybody has

any specific questions to clarify Nolan's

presentation that they would like to oak to

clear in their minds the presentation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a

question. Why did you go down to 15 feet and

then stop? Is that the point where you found no

more contaminants? Is this a number that

somebody picked?

MR. JENSINt Mick, you took those

samples, right?

MR. STANISICK: Yes. That's where

the basalt begins at 15 feet, some places it's

closer, some places -- the maximum extent of the

sediments is 15 feet, ■omotimes it'■ only a

couple feet.

MR. JENSEN: Where they hit the bed

rock.

Anything else?

MR. GREEN: There will be an

opportunity for general questions and answers

after we complete the Chemical Evaporation Pond
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presentation here. Thank you, Nolan.

With that, I would like to

introduce Randy Bargelt. Randy i■ the Masts

4 Area Group 5 manager for EG&G Idaho. And the

5 Chemical Evaporation Pond Is within Wast• Area

6 Group 5, ■o he's going to present the

7 information to support our proposal on the

8 Chemical Evaporation Pond.

9 MR. BARGELTs As Lisa mentioned,

10 I will be talking about Operable Unit 5-10, the

11 Chemical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary

12 Reactor Area, which is contained within Waste

13 Area Group 5. At the Motor Pool Pond this

14 investigation is confined to the sediMents that

15 were there but are not in the pond at this time.

16 This is a photograph of the

17 Auxiliary Reactor Area 1. The Auxiliary Reactor

18 Area is composed of four different facilities.

19 This is one of the facilities within that area.

20 Those are two of the buildings there. This is

21 the building that actually discharged to the

22 pond between 1971 and 1988. This picture was

23 taken when the pond was in operations.

24 if you notice here, you'll zee that

25 the pond does have some watermarks, the
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vegetation i■ green, denoting that it was

putting water out there and the vegetation was

feeding off the water and some of the wastes

4 that ware in it.

5 This i■ a schematic of the area.

And as I mentioned, these are those two

7 buildings, Building 627 housed -- during that

8 period of operation of the Evaporation Pond --

9 housed print shops, materials testing lab and a

10 radiological lab. And water was discharged in a

11 300 foot pipe to the Chemical Evaporation Pond

12 here. And from our sampling, we noticed --

13 you'll see the star, an area of about 1.00 square

14 feet that did have the highest concentration of

15 contaminants.

16 This is another photograph of the

17 pond. If you recall, the previous photograph

18 where the green vegetation was, this was taken

19 about two weeks ago -- you'll see the vegetation

20 now has died. There has been no discharge to

21 the pond since 1988. The area where that star

22 was in the previous schematic was right here.

23 This area here 100 square feet -- excuse me, the

24 area of the star right here is about 100 square

25 feet and right in here is an area where we
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noticed the most contamination.

This is another view looking to

the north, and there is the vegetation there and

the building that they feed it. You can see

5 this berm here where the pipeline was buried

6 that fed into this area right here.

7 From this point on the

8 presentations are very similar to the Motor Pool

9 Pond. During onr site characterization or

10 sampling, we did sample the pond in 1990,

11 approximately 160 samples were taken in 40

12 different locations within the pond area, not

13 just within the 100 square feet, but the pond is

14 actually fairly large as you saw in the previous

15 photographs. Sediments were sampled from the

16 surface to a maximum depth of four feet. That

17 was the top of the basalt. And also the

18 sedimente in that area, because the basalt is so

19 close to the surface, averages two feet in

20 thickness. We determined the nature and extent

21 of contamination from that sampling.

22 Another familiar slide. These

23 were the contaminants of concern that we did

24 identify through the risk assessment as a result

25 of the sampling that identifies the screening

69

Mon Nov 23 09:08:58 1992 Page 175



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

le

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

process in the risk assessment. And the

contaminants, specifically radionuclides, are

the one■ that were risk factors in this project.

Again, we used the same risk

scenarios; occupational, which is now, and

residential at 25 years -- excuse me, 30 years

and 100 years to evaluate the risk for a

residential population that may live on the

site. Evaluating the same pathways, being

Inhalation of dust, direct exposure to ionizing

radiation, contact with your skin or ingesting

the soil similar to the way that Nolan described

it.

By the way, the ARA facilities all

have been -- there is nothing working out there

at this pond. There are facilities that are

scheduled to be dismantled over the next period

of time.

SO there are very few workers that

actually go to the site; basically the people in

environmental restoration or

security-type people, or the people involved in

actually decommissioning the facilities.

so there is restricted access to

the area. The current occupational scenario,
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which means right now, the risk is two excess

cases of cancer in ten million.

The future residential scenario in

100 years from now, you'll notice the facility

is gone. The evaporation pond is no longer in

use, and if you set up a residence next to the

pond within that facility, the future

residential risk will be one excess case of

cancer in one million.

For the carcinogenic risk, both at

the 100-year scenario and the 90-year scenario,

both risks fall within the acceptable risk

range. At 30 years from now there was two

excess cases of cancer in one million, at 100

years from now there would be one excess case in

16 one million.

17 In the hazard index for

18 non-carcinogenic contaminants it would be .09

19 and we would expect no adverse health effects

20 from the other contaminants that you saw in the

21 previous slide.

22 So the recommendation of the

23 agencies is no further action, because this site

24 does not pose an unacceptable risk to human

25 health and the environment.
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MS. GREEN: That it does not pose

an unacceptable risk?

MR. BARGELT: Doe:: not pose an

4 unacceptable risk.

5 KS. GREEN: Thank you, Randy.

6 Before we move on to the general question and

7 answer session, does anybody have any specific

questions of clarification on anything that

9 Randy had in his presentation?

10 With that, I'll open it up to

11 general questions on either the Chemical

12 Evaporation Pond that Randy discussed or the

13 Motor Pool Pond that Nolan discussed.

14 Does anybody have any questions

15 that they would like to ask of the technical

16 folks up here before we begin the formal oral

17 comment session?

18 AUDIENCE MEMBER: My question is

19 the health studies in terms of risk factor.

20 Were they based on effects and risks to adults?

21 Were children considered?

22 MR. JENSEN: Basically, when you

23 look at the hazard index and the risk range that

24 is considered to be acceptable in the

25 regulations, those numbers are established based

72

Mon Nov 23 09:21:46 1992 Page 178



1 on if, like, infants were exposed to that. So

2 those numbers are established assuming that

3 already. Did that make sense?,

4 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Tes.

$ MS. GREEN: Any other questions out

6 there before we open it up to receive formal

7 oral comments on both of those plans?

8 Okay. With that, let's get

9 started on the portion of the meeting that i■

10 designed for you to provide your oral testimony

11 to DOE, EPA and the State regarding both the

12 Motor Pool Pond and the Chemical Evaporation

13 Pond Proposed Plans.

14 Again, as in the Perched Water

15 session of the meeting, we'll listen to your

16 comments, but will not respond to them tonight.

17 That will be done in the Responsiveness Summary

18 after we have had an opportunity to evaluate

19 those comments and their impact and Incorporate

20 them into a decision.

21 If someone makes a statement for

22 which you folks would like additional

23 clarification, additional information to clarify

24 the comment, we will be asking the commentor

25 for clarification so we can be sure that we
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2

understand that comment.

Again, for the record please state

3 your name and spell it and identify which plan

4 you're making your comments on before you make

5 your comments.

6 Reuel, do we have people identified

7 who would like to make oral comments?

MR. SMITH: I believe it's the same

9 question marks. Some may have decided to

10 comment during the presentation.

11 MS. GREER: With that, I would like

12 to sae a show of hands for those of you who

13 would like to make formal oral comments on

14 either the Chemical Evaporation Pond or the

15 Motor Pool Pond. So we have ono person.

16 Since you're the only person and

17 there is no question of fairness to others,

le please feel free to read your entire thing.

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is

20 Carolyn Hondo. I'm from Burley, and I'm

21 speaking on behalf of the organization FOCUS.

22 The one comment that we had was concerning the

23 Motor Pool Pond. We felt like the PCB,

24 Aroclor-1260 -- I can't pronounce that word, in

25 concentrations of 1,470 micrograms par kilogram,

74

Mon Nov 23 09:22:30 1992 Page180



TB-00302 (2)

1

2

3

or I believe that's also parts per billion, that

alone would dictate exhuming contaminants to

prevent further migration to the aquifer, and

4 that's what we would like to see done. Thank

5 you.

MS. GREEN: Is there anybody who

7 ha■ changed their mind and decided to make oral

8 comments on either the Chemical Evaporation Pond

9 or the Motor Pool Pond?

10 With that, I would like to remind

11 you that the comment period remains open until

12 August 5, 1992, and you're tree to submit

13 written comments up until that time. Again,

14 written and oral comments receive equal

15 consideration.

16 I would like to thank you all for

17 coning out tonight. And I appreciate the

18 exchange of information, not only in the

19 meeting, but the workshop sessions.

20 appreciate your involvement, and look forward to

21 seeing you at our next visit here.

22 Thank you and good night.

23

24 (The hearing concluded at 8:45 p.m.)

25
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BOISE, IDAHO, WSDNEBDAT, JULY 22, 1992, 6130 P.M.

KO. GREEN: I would like to welcome

everyone to tonight's meeting. We're glad you

were able to make it tonight, and we look

forward to a productive meeting.

My name is Lisa Green. Tonight

will be serving a dual role. First, I will be

acting as a moderator for the meeting, and as a

moderator my job Is to move us through the

agenda in a timely manner and make sure that

everybody who would like to participate gets

13 that opportunity.

14 The other role I'll be playing

is tonight is remedial project manager for

16 DOE-Idaho. In that role I'll be helping to

17 answer some questions on the projects. I'll try

19 to indicate those times when I'm putting on my

19 DOE hat, otherwise I'll be the moderator.

20 We have two desired outcomes for

21 this meeting tonight. The first is to gather

22 public comment on proposed plan■ for the

23 project. that you've seen at the back of the

24 room earlier this evening. This is where at

25 this time in the project DOE, EPA and the State

2

Mon Nov 23 09:27:33 1992
Page183



1

2

3

of Idaho have come together on a technical

recommendation for these three projects. And

we're now bringing It forward to the public to

4 Beek public input on that recommendation, and

3 the input will used in evaluating what the final

decision for each of these projects will be.

7 The second goal of the meeting is

8 to give you an opportunity to ask questions and

9 for us to inform you about details of the

10 projects that you're interested in and also to

11 describe how they fit into the broader ■cope of

12 the INEL cleanup efforts.

13 With that, in summary, we're here

14 to listen to each other is the basic purpose

15 tonight.

16 Let's take a look at the agenda

17 that you received when you entered the room

18 tonight. As you can see, we have three topics

19 on tonight's agenda. The first topic is the

20 Proposed Plan for Perched Water at the Toot

21 Reactor Area.

22 Following that presentation, we'll

23 have a question and answer session to provide

24 any information that you'd like to have

25 explained in greater detail.
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Than after we have completed the

informal exchange of questions and answers,

3 we'll provide a session to hear your official

4 verbal comments on the Perched Mater Proposed

5 Plan.

6 After a short break then we'll movie

7 to the second part of the meeting, which is to

6 discuss proposed plans on the Motor Pool Pond at

9 the Central Facilitieft Area and on the Chemical.

10 Evaporation Pond at the Auxilliry Reactor Area.

11 These projects are very similar and

12 we combine them in response to previous requests

13 from the public to combine project topics when

14 they are similar.

15 At this time I would like to

16 introduce several individuals in the audience.

17 The first individual is Reuel Smith. Reuel is

18 the community relations plan coordinator• for the

19 !NEL. This is probably also a good time to

20 indicate to everyone that the public comment

21 period on DOE's Community Relations Plan, which

22 has been out for comment for -- two months,

23 Reuel?

24 MR. SMITH: Yes.

25 Ms. GREEN: The comment period, has
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been extended to September let, 1992, so if you

haven't provided us any consent■ on that plan,

which the purpose of the plan is to establish

4 the process for community involvement in the

5 cleanup program, if you haven't provided any

6 comments and would like to, that period has been

7 extended for you to do so.

8 If you have any issues related to

9 the Community Relations Plan you would like to

10 discuss, I think Reuel is your man. You might

11 be able to talk to him on the break or following

12 the meeting tonight.

13 The second person is Mike Coe.

14 Mike is with the Public Affairs Office for 'MEL.

13 If you have any questions or comments on

16 subject. or issues outside the scope of

17 tonight's meeting, you might speak with Mike.

18 And then tf he can't give you an answer tonight,

19 I'm sure he'll get back to you with an answer.

20 Okay. That moves us to question

21 and answer periods. If you have questions that

22 you'd like additional information on, we have a

23 couple different way■ that you can ask then

24 depending on your preference. If you'd like to

25 just ask them orally, we've got a wireless
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microphone that we'd like you to use so that

everybody can hear your question, including the

court reporter here who i■ documenting the

4 proceedings tonight. It you'd rather not use

5 the microphone, we have cards on the chairs here

6 that you can write your questions on and they

7 will be -- if you'll hold them up -- Reuel or

Mike will pick them up and deliver them to the

panel, who can then provide answers for you.

10 Again, after each question and

11 answer period there will be an opportunity then

12 to provide formal verbal comments on the

13 proposed plans.

14 With that, let me introduce the

15 agency representatives that are up here with me.

16 Dave Hovland of the State of Idaho, DEQ is to my

17 immediate right. And Linda Meyer is with Region

113 10 of the EPA. I would like to give both of

19 them a chance to make some brief opening remarks

20 also. Dave.

21 MR. HOVLAND: Thank you, Lisa. I'm

22 the State's INEL technical manager. I'm with

23 the Division of Environmental Quality. My

24 office is in Boise. Tonight also be

25 wearing another hat, and that's the hat of

6

Mon Nov 23 10:03:09 1992 Page 187



2

3

4

S

6

B

technical lead for the TRA. A person named

Shawn Rosenberger is my counterpart in Idaho

Falls.

Shawn can't be here tonight, but we

have a couple of his staff that are going to be

working on the other two proposed plans in the

audience here. I would like to introduce first

Dave Frederick. Re's an environmentsl scientist

9 and he's the lead on CFA. And Tom Stoops who is

10 an environmental scientist, and he's the lead on

11 ARA.

12 I'm also pleased to introduce

13 Mr. Dean Nygard in the front row here. He's the

14 State's manager for the Federal Facilities

15 section, Division of Environmental Quality, and

16 the Federal Facilities section include■ ISM..

17 I would also like to mention that

18 the State support■ all three proposed plans, and

19 we have been actively involved in every phase of

20 the process up to these recommendations we're

21 making this evening.

22 I really encourage on behalf of the

23 Stat. a lot of public comment. And I appreciate

24 the people that have turned out at the public

25 meeting tonight. The public comments are very

7
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important, because we want to make sure that we

get your input so that we can work on the

Responsiveness Summary and put these comments

4 into the Record of Decision.

5 KS. =TERI I'm Linda Meyer with

6 the Environmental Protection Agency. • And I'm

7 the project manager for the Perched Water System

0 that will be presented tonight, and I'll also be

9 representing the other two plans.

10 As Dave mentioned, we've been

11 involved -- our agency and the State have been

12 involved in these projects since the initial

13 project development and 'coping. And this is

14 the recommendation that we're presenting to you.

15 This isn't a final decision. A final decision

16 will be made once your concern. end your

17 comments are addressed. So your involvement in

1$ this process is important. So / encourage

19 everyone to participate.

20 MS. ORRIN: Thank you, Dave and

21 Linda. With that introductory note, let's move

22 right into the presentation for the Perched

23 Water Project. I would like to introduce Nolan

24 Jensen. Nolan is the project manager for this

25 proposed plan for the DOE.

8
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KR. JEWSENo Wow, my first question

far you tonight Lai Where shall I stand so you

can see the slides? Way out here? Is that

4 about right? Okay. I'll do my best. That's

5 all I can promise.

6 You've heard a couple of things

7 like CFA, TRA and ARA thrown out tonight. I

would like to explain what those are. Those

9 refer to the three projects that we're going to

10 talk about tonight.

11 Three specific projectss The first

12 one is the Perched Water 5yetem at the Test

13 Reactor Area, or TRA. The second one is the

14 motor Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area

15 and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the

16 Auxiliary Reactor Area. We'll go into a little

17 more what all those are exactly about later, but

18 just as an overview, this is an aerial

19 photograph of the Test Reactor Area.

20 This is the Test Reactor area, and

21 these are some waste water ponds that we'll be

22 talking about specifically later. This is the

23 Motor Pool Pond or what used to be the Kotor

24 Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area.

25 This is the Chemical Evaporation

9

Mon Nov 23 10:04:28 1992 Page 190



1

2

3

4

S

6

7

I

1

10

11

Pond at the Auziliary Reactor Area. Those are

the three topics for tonight's discussion.

Before we get into each topic, though, I wanted

to explain a little bit about what is the

process we go through with ths.agenciest DOE,

EPA and the State of Idaho. What is the process

we go through in coming to a recommendation on

whether a particular sits needs to be cleaned up

or not. So I'm going to take a minute and go

through that process.

First of all, as you might know,

12 the IREL was placed on what is known as the

13 Rational Priorities List. That's a list that is

14 •etablished under the Superfund Law, and any

15 site that is deemed to pose potential threat to

16 human health or the environment i■ scored and if

17 it gets a high enough score it goes onto this

18 list. Rather than go through that scoring

19 process, I'll just tell you INEL made it on the

20 list.

21 Once a site is on the Rational

22 Priorities List, it needs to be investigated to

23 find out if that potential threat is real, what

24 is out there, and does it need to be cleaned up.

25 So what is done a remedial investigation is

10
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conducted. And the remedial investigation

answers a couple basic questions.

First of all, w• want to find out

4 what is there. What kind of contaminants are

5 there? What concentrations? Sow far spread is

6 it? Once we find that out, we need to calculate

7 what risks those contaminants pose.

8 Once we have gone through that, we

9 have made the calculations, cone to a consensus

10 on what should be done or what we think should

11 be done, the three agencies cone to the public

12 with a proposal or a recommendation, and that is

13 what is known as the Decision Waking Process,

14 and that's where we're at tonight on these three

15 projects.

16 The Remedial Investigation has been

17 done. And now we are coning to the public with

18 our recommendation and want your input on it if

19 you agree with us, if there are other things

20 that you think should hava been considered that

21 weren't, or just in general, find out what your

22 concerns are.

23 Once we have received your

24 comments, than we will respond to each comment

25 in a Responsiveness Summary that will ell be

11
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documented in a document called the Record of

Decision, and that Record of Decision is the

3 final document that establishes what will be

4 done at that site.

5 80 lot me go into that in a little

6 more detail now. Again, the Remedial

7 Investigation answers a couple of questions;

8 What is the contamination out there? Now far

spread is it? Then what kind of risk does that

10 pose to the human health and the environment?

11 Now, how do we decide if there is

12 a risk posed? Once we looked at the site and

13 collected samples and got information on what

14 contaminants are there, what concentration they

15 are at and how far spread they are, then there

16 are calculations done on risk. And there are

17 two parts of that. First, we look if there are

18 contaminants at the sits that are cancer-causing

19 contaminants, carcinogens.

20 There is a federal regulation under

21 the Superfund Law known as the National

22 Contingency Plan, and that regulation is in the

23 Code of Federal Regulations and it establishes

24 for cancer-causing contaminants, it establishes

25 a range of what is acceptable, what risk is

12
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acceptable, and it establishes ■ range between

one in 10,000 and one in 1,000,000 incidence or

potential incidence of •ices■ Cancer. Okay.

So the national average is probably

up in here somewhere. So this regulation

establishes that if this contamination at this

time is not going to reach someone and cause a

potential risk in this range or below, it's not

a problem. If it's above that, then it is a

problem and then cleanup needs to be considered.

Now, that's for the carcinogens or the cancer

causing contaminants.

For the other contaminants, things

14 that are not cancer-causing but still have

15 health effects, for example, they may do

16 liver damage, kidney damage, cause rashes,

17 cause heart conditions or things like, maybe,

18 non-carcinogenic, things like that that you all

19 know have an effect, those are considered.

20 what is dons in that. case is there

21 is what is called a Hazard Index established.

22 Basically what that is is there are studies done

23 on each contaminant and studies done to find out

24 how much of that contaminant it takes to cause

25 an adverse effect. Once it is determined what

13
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concentration of that contaminant cameos a bad

effect, or any effect, then the concentration at

the site Is compared to that concentration to

see if it's a bad enough concentration to cause

a problem. Does that make sense?

So essentially if we are above this

then we need to see if there is a potential

adverse effect. If we're below that, then there

Is surely no adverse effect.

So those are the two thing■ that we

compared to once the risk is calculated, a■

12 callipered to these two ranges, to find out if

13 cleanup Is necessary. Okay. That's the process

14 we go through.

15 Now, how do these three sites fit

16 into the picture at INEL? Under the Superfund

17 Law there was an agreement established between

10 DOE, EPA and the State of Idaho on how we would

19 approach these investigations and cleanup.

20 Since INEL is such a large facility, we couldn't

21 go out and look at everything at once, so the

22 INEL was divided into what is known as waste

23 Area Groups.

24 If you're familiar at all with

25 INEL, you know that there are different

14
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1 facilities, I think it's 090 square miles, ■o

2 the Waste Area Group■ essentially correspond

3 with those facilities with the exception of

4 Waste Area Group 10, which is the all

3 encompassing Waste Area Group that fills in all

6 the gaps, and also that Waite Area Group 
focus..

7 on the Snake River Plain Aquifer in its 
entirety

8 from an INEL perspective.

9 So the three sites that we're going

10 to be talking about tonight occur at Waste 
Area

11 Groups 2, 4 and 5. Again, those are the Test

12 Reactor Area, the Central Facilities Area and

13 the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

14 Wow, those Waste Area Groups are

15 still not small, there is a lot to look at in

16 each one of those. so the waste Area Group■ are

17 even further divided into what is known as

18 operable units. This gives you an idea of how

19 these tit into the whole scheme of things. The

20 Perched Water System 10 Operable Unit 2-12, the

21 Motor Pool Pond is 4-11, the Chemical

22 Evaporation Pond is 5-10.

23 And what this is trying to explain

24 to you is that each of these Waste Area Groups

15 will have several investigations, then there

15
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will be one investigation for each Waste Area

aroup at the end to kind of pull everything in

that Waste Area Group together and look at it as

4 a whole. Once that has been done, then there

5 will be a final Waste Area Group 10

6 investigation and look at the whole ISM and

7 we'll put together the whole picture from the

• smaller pieces. So what we're looking at

9 tonight is three of the smaller pieces.

10 That goes through the process.

11 Before we go into talking about the That Reactor

12 Area and the Perched Water, are there any

13 questions on generally how we're going to

14 approach this?

15 Now, with that background, when we

16 talk about each of these operable units or

17 sites, we'll kind of follow that format. So

18 first of all, I'm going to explain what thi■

19 operable unit is all about, the Perched Water at

20 the Teat Reactor Area. The specific focus of

21 this investigation is to evaluate what i■ the

22 effect of this perched groundwater, this

23 contaminated perched groundwater, on the Snake

24 River Plain Aquifer.

25 To explain that a little better,

16
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need to explain to you what the Perched Water

is. What happens at the Test Reactor Area is as

these operations go on at the facility, the

4 wastewater from the facility is discharged to a

5 series of ponds. This pond right here in

6 particular, the Warm Waste Pond, has had

7 considerable amount of contamination go into it.

8 That wastewater goes into the ponds and it

9 percolates into the subsurface. As it

10 percolates -- here is a picture of a pond or a

11 schematic of a pond -- as the water goes into

12 the pond and it percolates downward through the

13 layers of lava or basalt, it encounters layers

14 of lass permeable sediments, and there are two

15 layers in particular that when the water gets

16 down there it's slowed down, and as it is slowed

17 down at those spots it causes it to mound up.

18 So beneath each pond there is a enall perched

19 layer that forms, then at about a 150 foot depth

20 there is a larger parched water body that forms.

21 As you can see, that's about 330 feet above the

22 top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer, which is

23 down here.

24 This is a picture or schematic of

25 the larger perched water body, this is the

17
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approximate outline of that. These black dots

Show the different wells that have been drilled

at the Test Reactor Area. These are the

4 outlying ponds. These are tho'weills, several of

5 thee to the aquifer, mome of them draw water

6 fro■ the Perched Water body, but samples are

7 collected from these wells and that's how we

8 find out whet contamination Is there and what 
is

9 out there, what concentrations.

10 Mow, let me quickly hold this up.

11 This is a core from a well that was drilled out

12 there, and that's what it looks like in the

13 subsurface. This i■ a basalt. This is also

14 when you drill down in the Snake River Plain

15 Aquifer that's what it looks like, that's what

16 the rock looks like.

17 Now, like I said, there are

18 interbeds Ln there and every so often there will

19 be a layer of just regular soil or sand, 
and

20 that's whet those interbeds are that cause the

21 perching. Rut essentially the aquifer looks

22 like that.

23 Now, if you look at that, you will

24 see that water won't flow through that very

25 well, but what happens is this basalt is also

18
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fractured so the water is sitting in those

fractures, so it's not like there is a big pool

of water or big tank of water down there. It's

just the water filling in the void spaces in

rooks and sediments.

Now, what I've done, I hope, is

answered the question: What is out there? How

do we find out what is out there?

Wow, I'm going to turn the time

over to Joe Gordon. We's the parson that did

most of the risk assessment for the Perched

Water System, and I'm going to let him tell

about that.

MR. GORDON: Thank you, Nolan.

This flow chart is meant to be sort of a

pictorial representation of what the risk

assessment process is. The first step is to

evaluate the data that was collected out at the

site, to evaluate what are the contaminants of

concern out at the site. Then you use that data

and follow essentially two parallel paths, the

toxicity assessment and the exposure assessment.

In the toxicity assessment you

evaluate what are the relative toxicities of

each of the contaminants of concern from both a

19
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carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic standpoint.

Then over in the exposure assessment, we've done

a pathway evaluation where we've looked at how

contaminants and water flow through the Perched

Water System and into the Snake River Plain

Aquifer, and then how people or ecological

receptors might be *spoiled out at the site.

Then those two paths cone back

together in the risk characterisation where the

exposure and toxic effects are combined.

So the first thing there wa■ the

data evaluation to come up with the contaminant■

of concern. The contaminants of concern were

arrived at by taking a look at what are the

contaminants out at the site, which would

contribute to greater then one percent of the

risk at the site. So that way we can focus the

risk assessment. And the one* that are

highlighted there are the ones that turned out

to dominate the risk at the site. Those are

chromium, cobalt and tritium.

The exposure to a resident out at

the site was evaluated by developing a

hypothetical scenario where someone goes out

there alter TRA operations -- after the Teat

20
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Reactor Area operations are completed, which is

anticipated for 25 more years, and at the end of

the institutional Control period someone would

4 actually go out there, install a well down to

5 the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly below the

6 Perched Water System and drink all of his water,

7 irrigate his crops, feed his animals and he

8 would eat ell of his -- essentially all of his

diet would be derived from the site.

10 Than we also evaluated ecological

11 receptors. Vegetation was evaluated by looking

12 at uptake of contaminants through irrigation.

13 Herbivores were evaluated by looking at their

14 intake of that vegetation, which is taken in the

15 groundwater as wall as direct ingestion of

16 groundwater and soil contact. Then carnivores

17 were also evaluated by looking at all these same

18 pathways with the addition of consumption of the

19 animals at the site.

20 Now, in order to do that we

21 constructed a groundwater model whose purpose

22 was to predict concentrations of contaminants in

23 the Snake River Plain Aquifer directly below the

24 Perched Water System. What we did was we put in

25 a hypothetical well right at the site, right

21
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below here, and evaluated the flow of both water

and contaminants down hors and into the Snake

River Plain Aquifer, and the well was screened

4 for only 12 feet, so we are only taking the very

5 top of the Snake River Plain Aquifer and

6 evaluating the impacts from that well.

7 Normally you would screen a well for 50 to 100

$ feet for domestic use. 5o that was a very

conservative assumption. It overestimate■ the

10 health risk.

11 The bottom line here is under the

12 125 year scenario, the risk at the site to a

13 hypothetical resident were on. in 179 million.

14 Then as part of EPA's review of the risk

15 assessments they went back and calculated at

16 what point could someone actually go out there

17 and live at the TRA and consume water from that

10 well and still be within the acceptable range of

19 risk, and that was calculated to be ten years.

20 Similarly for nonradioactive toxic

21 effects, the risks for both of those time

22 periods were found to be within the acceptable

23 range.

24 So if there aren't any questions

25 about the risk assessment range, I'll turn it

22
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beck over to Nolan here.

MR. JRNSHRt Just to kind of

summarize this again. This last slide on the

risk assessment was just that currently there is

no one out there using perched water. in

currently there is no risk because no one has

come into contact with it. Then again, like Zoe

said, in ten years it would be safe. So we're

9 fairly comfortable that no one is going to be

10 out there within the next ten years, so there

11 should be no problem.

22 That's whet our recommendation i■

23 that based upon that risk assessment, because

14 the calculations show that within ten years

15 there is not going to be a nonacceptable risk

16 out there, we are proposing that we do no

17 cleanup on the Perched water System. However,

10 because this i■ based upon a model, a computer

19 model that is predicting concentrations into the

20 future, we think we need to keep an eye on that

21 to make sere our predictions are correct. So we

22 are proposing that we would monitor that

23 situation and also monitor soma of the basic

24 assumptions that we used in coming up with this

25 recommendation.

23
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For example, one of the things we

looked at was the Ware Waste Pond, which was one

of the major contaminant sources. That pond is

4 being taken out of service this year. A new

3 pond i■ being constructed right now that'■

6 lined. so the model was based upon the fact

7 that that pond goes away. So we'll come back

6 and review and make sure all the things we base

9 that model on and those calculations do really

10 happen.

11 KS. GREEN• Wolan, before we leave

12 that slide, I'■ putting on my DOE hat to

13 Interrupt. I think we need to clarify we

14 summarized that there would be no risk after ten

15 year., but you also need to clarify that there

16 is no unacceptable risk right now either, and

17 that the ten year issue is for somebody moving

10 onto the site, drilling a well and living there.

19 KR. JEKBEMs Right.

20 This is just to give an idea when I

21 said that we were going to monitor the

22 situation, this Is the kind of thing we would be

23 talking about as far as monitoring. And that is

24 we would pick the contaminants that were of

25 concern, at least tritium and chromium we know

24
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are a major concern, so we would monitor for

those contaminants in the water and we would

pick out a number of wells, probably some in 
the

deep perched water, some in the aquifer to make

sure that the model calculations are correct.

it would also have to discuss how often those

7 samples are collected, whether - they are

8 collected once a year, twice a year or what not.

Then also we would have to decide, okay, at what

10 point do we stop monitoring or if this happens

11 what do we do about it? Whet happens if we find

12 out that our calculations were incorrect?

13 Obviously, we would have to come back and

14 revisit that decision.

is So again, just in summary, that's

is what we're proposing. we don't think there is a

17 problem out there now, but we also think we need

18 to keep an eye on it to make sure that what we

19 think is correct.

20 Any questions?

21 AUDIENCE MEMBER; My name is Joe

22 Menscheid. I had two questions. One, what if

23 the farmer in your model decided that he wanted

24 to put his well in the perched water table

25 instead of the aquifer?

25
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The second question Ise What

agencies are involved in the monitoring plane

that you're talking about? I■ this a tri-agency

4 plan or is it strictly the State of Idaho? Now

5 is that being done?

6 MR. JENSEN: So the first one is

7 about - -

9 Amami! NEKSCR: The first one is

9 about the tamer putting a well into the perched

10 water table.

11 HR. JENSEN: One of the thing■ --

12 the parched water, the only reason it is there

13 is because these wastewater ponds are there. If

14 this facility wasn't discharging water, there

15 would be no perched water, and one of the things

16 that was calculated in the modeling was that as

17 soon as those pond■ go away, perched water also

18 goes away.

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Is that even

20 considering the occasional wastewater or

21 floodwater that runs around there from time to

22 time?

23 MR. JENSEN; This 'Britt within the

24 100 year flood plan, so I don't think we would

25 have to worry about that. However, the only

26
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consideration would be rainwater.

AUDIENCE MEMBER' That's the sort

of thing X was thinking about.

KR. JINSEKO So whet we're saying

is before that hypothetical farmer could move

on, the ?RA would have to be shut down and moved

off. Bo basically no one could ever gat to the

e perched water because it would be gone by the

9 time we got there.

10 That's why we were concerned.

11 Okay, let's say the perched water is gone, but

12 what it thin guy comas out and drills a well

13 right beneath where it was, beneath where that

14 contamination is? So what we're trying to do Ls

15 pick the worst case that we could. When someone

16 would actually go out there and drill a well in

17 the worst spot before dilution could occur and

18 If they drew water from that spot, what would be

19 the effect?

20 MR. HOVLAND: If you look at page

21 A-10 of the Proposed Plan, on the right-hand

22 portion of the column, that's the periodic

23 review that CPA and the state will be doing to

24 ensure that the land status and assumptions that

25 are made right now are consistent.

27
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MS. GREEN: That's in response to

your second question.

If I could interject in here?

4 MR. UOVLAMDI Oe Me■ talking about

5 land use. It was for the first question.

6 MR. JEKSENt Do you went the second

7 question answered now or --

8 K8. GREEN: We're obviously in a

9 question and answer session now. If you want to

10 use the note cards, write your question on the

11 note card and Nike or Reuel will bring it up

12 front. Especially if you have a softer voice,

13 if you could use the wireless microphone that

14 Reuel has ■o that the court reporter can

15 document your question. If you could, ask one

16 question at a time to make sure that we get them

17 all answered and don't miss one.

18 so with that, any more questions?

19 KR. .EMBER: Let me answer your

20 second question. The second question was: Who

21 would be involved with that monitoring? Of

22 course, this whole agreement is conducted by the

23 three agencies: DOE, EPA and the State of

24 Idaho. So we, at least we three, would be

25 involved in that monitoring plan and cone to a

28
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consensus on what exactly should be monitored.

There is other monitoring that goes

on. USGS has a whole system monitoring work

that they do out there independently from DOE,

5 and also the State of Idaho ha■ what is known as

I the MEL Oversight office in Idaho Falls and

7 they do a lot of work out there as wall.

8 KR. XOVLANDt The production well.

9 KR. JENSEN' That's another good

10 point. The production wale, mince that's

11 basically the only water out there, there are

12 some production wells located right here at TRA

13 that draw from the aquifer, and they use those

14 too for both the drinking water at the facility

15 and for all of the industrial operations. And

14 those wells are monitored continually to make

17 sure that water is clean. So there i■ a lot of

IS monitoring going on.

19 But when we talk about monitoring,

20 we're talking about specifically what monitoring

21 would be done to make sure that our

22 recommendation is correct.

23 MR. MEYER: After this process, we

24 go into a Record of Decision and it's the final

25 decision for the site. And the components of

29
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the monitoring plan ere going to be summarised

in there and then the three agencies will be

involved in the monitoring plan a■ well.

AUDIO/ICS MEMBER' Thank you.

KS. GRIER; Any more questions?

AUDIENCE KOKBERE I have something

to say. it's not a question.

If all of your modeling proved to

be inaccurate, than you gentlemen will be

sitting here asking the same questions that

we're going to be asking in the future. so

that's what you have to look forward to, so your

models had better be correct. But this Parched

Water Aquifer that you have there, is that

Perched water Aquifer created by all of the

evaporating ponds so therefore if you eliminate

the evaporating ponds, you eliminate the

aquifer, ■o there should be basically no problem

with any farmer going in there putting a well

into an area that has no water?

MR. JEKORNi Right. But what we're

saying --

MO. ORRIS: I just wanted to say,

he would have to go deeper than the 130 feet, or

whatever, you have to go into the Snake River
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Plain Aquifer.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: But it wouldn't

be in the perched, that's what*I'm getting at.

MR. JENSEN: Maybe just on the

■ode1, one point of clarification, there is a

lot of information out there. USQS has been

collecting information for about 40 years, so

when Peter Sinton -- this guy right over her. --

he was the one that did the modeling work, he

had a wealth of information to develop that

nodal and check it to make sure that it

represented the system that was out there. So

before he even started using the predicted

capabilities of the model, he made cure it fit

what has happened In the past and we know what

has happened. So we're fairly comfortable that

it's giving us the right answer.

AUDIENCE KENNER: On your risk

assessment, how many years is this risk

assessment taking place at 'MEL to determine the

risk that is being brought about out there in

that area?

MR. GORDON; Risk assessment has

been going on for a number of years, but the

specific Superfund risk assessment that's being

31

Mon Nov 23 10:08:07 1992
Page 212



1

2

3

4

5

6

S

10

11

12

done here ha■ only been conducted since 1909

when they signed this Federal Facilities

Agreement.

KR. ROI/LAMM 19- what/

KR. GORDON; '89, theta when the

agreement was signed last year. nut this

particular risk assessment, this study was

started a little over a year ago. So them•

calculations have been done about the last year.

KS. SUER: If I could put my DOR

hat back on to clarify just so you understand

that the risk assessment we're talking about

13 here is for this specific project. We're not

14 talking about -- you've probably heard of Dose

15 Reconstruction Projects, that's not what we're

16 talking about, that's a separate project that's

17 ongoing that the State of Idaho is involved in.

1$ Any other question, on the Perched

19 Water Project before we start into the formal

20 comment session on this project? There is a

21 pretty thick report back there with a lot of

22 information, and this is your chance to grill

23 the technical people up here.

24 MR. SMITHS Lisa, if we could ask

25 also, if there is not necessarily a question, if

32

Mon Nov 2310:08:35 1992 Page 213



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

there is something else that need. to be

explained or if you would like to go back to a

previous slide and review something before the

comment session, we could certainly do that

also.

1(8. GREEN* Anything on this

project is open for discussion here, so if you

didn't understand anything, if it wasn't clear,

we have people her* to answer your questions.

Going once, going twice. With

that, I guess we'll start into the formal

comment session here. This portion of the

meeting is designed for you to provide your

formal oral testimony to DOE, EPA and the State

regarding the Perched Water Proposed Plan.

If any of you have brought prepared

statements that you would like to have

incorporated into the record, you can do that

several ways. You can either reed it over the

microphone or you can provide a copy of the

statement to Reuel Smith, who will then have

that entered into the record.

There is also a tape recorder in

the back of the room. If you don't want to give

your testimony in front of an audience and wish
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to do so privately, we have that setup arranged,

or if you either choose not to provide oral

comments or want to add to the oral comments

4 that you give, written comments receive equal

consideration as the oral comments, and we have

6 some comment forms here and the address to ■end

7 them is printed on the back of the agenda, I

believe, and also on the back of the comment

9 form.

10 Do we have anybody signed up for

11 formal commits? Is there anybody else in

12 addition to the person who signed up to comment

13 who has changed their mind and decided that they

14 would like to provide oral comments *1107

13 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I signed up.

16 IS. GREEN: Anybody else? We

17 usually limit five minutes in order to ensure

18 fairness, but say what you need to say and take

19 as long as you wish to.

20 Before you do that, I would like to

21 explain what happens to your comments after you

22 have made them. After the comment period has

23 ended, DOE will prepare s summarisation of the

24 transcript of oral and written comments, then

23 the three agencies get together and evaluate all
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the consents and prepare responses to those

relevant to the topics in a document. That is

called a ROSICIOAXIMOROMI Summary, and that

4 becomes part of the Record of Decision, the

5 final Record of Decision for the Remedial Action

6 for the project.

7 Everybody who ha■ signed the

attendance register at the back of the table and

9 everybody who provides written comments on the

10 project will receive their own copy of the

11 Responsiveness Summary in the mail.

12 Again, we have a court reporter to

13 transcribe the meeting. Before you start your

14 comment, please state your name and spell it for

15 her, and that's the end of the instruction. So

16 if you'd like to provide your oral comment,

17 please step up to the microphone. Anybody who

18 changes their mind after this gentleman gives

19 his comment i■ welcome to provide a comment.

20 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Good evening,

21 ladies and gentlemen. I'm Michael Ushman,

22 U-s-11-m-a-n, from Emmett, Idaho. And I have

23 bean following this for almost two years. As a

24 matter of fact, I agree that the No Action ie

25 the hest way to go on this, except that I have

•
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some problems with the mitigation that come'

about through the No Action such as your new

facilities that you're installing the lined

evaporating new pond to eliminate some of the

problems' that you had in the Perched Water

Aquifer.

I don't really believe that the

evaporated ponds are the answer to the Warm

Water Waste pond due to the krypton-05 and

tritium that is present there that does cause

air pollution. I think there is one thing that

has never been mentioned is the krypton-15 which

is present in your residual repository at 'WEL

that you're going to dismantle.

There is no mention of what is

going to happen with the precipitants in that

unit when it is either filled with concrete or

removed, which has a lot of radioactive

particles in it.

I have done some studying on that,

and I believe that it is proper to do something

underground at the site duo to the enormous cost

Involved in moving that repository, which

amounts to $8 billion. So I think there needs

to be a little research there conducted on that
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facility.

On your Cold Water Waste Pond,

there is what is known as an ultrasound water or

Reclamation Program that has been implemented at

China Lake Naval Weapons Center in Ridgecrest,

California, and all of this water can be

recirculated, reused very feasibly by just

cleaning it up. So therefore you can recycle

it.

On your Warm Water Waste Pond or

your warm water from that residual repository, I

don't understand why this water cannot be put

Into an enclosed binary system and recycled

continuously on an on-surface containment area

where the precipitant■ can be removed

periodically and that way we can eliminate any

possibilities of any air pollution from the

tritium or the krypton-85.

MR. HOVLAND: I might want a

clarification. Are you 'till talking about the

Cold Waste Pond or the Warm Pond?

AUDIENCE MENNEN: I'm running the

two together there. The warm is with the

krypton and the tritium, while the cold is just

the nonradioactive wastewater along with their
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sanitary waste pond. All of this water can be

actually reused. I think it will be necessary

in the future to do this.

We talked a little bit -- it's not

on here -- but the Motor Pool Area, which I WAX

talking about this evening over hare. I'm

usually not in favor of cleaning up a site,

which was the evaporating pond there, through

incineration, but in this case I believe that it

would be feasible under a controlled condition

to incinerate the soils in that area, but it

would have to be a controlled heat burner to

bring it down to 99.999, and then the residues

mixed with cement and then disposed of. But if

you want to contact someone on this ultrasound

water reclamation area you can contact a

Dr. Dale Bennett of China Lake Naval weapons,

Ridgechest, California 93555. This is a brand

new process.

That's all.

US. OREM Before you leave the

microphone, I want to make sure that we

understand the second part of your comment was

regarding the CIA Motor Pool Pond?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, because that
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was included originally in the,Cold Water Waste

Pond -- I mean not the chemical but the Sanitary

Waste Pond. That's where the washing down of

4 all of the trucks and everything went into that

particular area. AM I correct?

6 KS. GREEN: I think we have a

7 little confusion here between sites. The first

$ thing I want to say is that the CFA Motor Pool

9 Pond we are having a separate comment melon

10 later in probably a half an hour or so after we

11 go through those presentations. If you would

12 like us to put the comment that you just made 00

13 the CPA Motor Pool Pond in the record at that

14 area ■o you don't have to provide it again,

15 we'll do that. I think we probably -- at the

16 break here, as soon as we're done giving

17 comments, I think these gentlemen can clarify

1$ the location and relationship of these ponds

19 that you're describing.

20 AUDIENCE MUMS: okay.

21 KS. GREENS Is your comment

22 complete then?

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes.

24 KS. GREEN; Thank you. Is there

25 anybody else who wishes to provide oral comments
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for the record this evening on the Perched Water

System? Okay.

With that, we'll take a brief 15

4 minute break before we begin presentations on

5 CPA and ARA Ponds.

6 (A recess was taken.)

7 KS. GREEN: So let's move on to the

8 second segment of tonight's meeting. From here

on out we'll be talking about the Kotor Pool

10 Pond at Central Facilities Area and Chemical

11 Evaporation Pond at the ARA.

12 A■ I mentioned before, we combined

13 them because they are similar. They are similar

14 in several ways because they are both relatively

IS small waste sites and they are both focused on

16 pond sediments, sediments of ponds that are no

17 longer in use anymore.

18 We used a similar approach to

19 characterise and evaluate risk and we've ended

20 up with the same recommendation for both of

21 them, so that's why we kind of combined them

22 together for presentation purposes.

23 . At this point I would like to

24 reintroduce the prospective project managers on

25 these sites for EPA and the State of Idaho.
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Dave Frederick on my right is the project

manager for the Motor Pool Pond and Tom Stoops

on Dave's right is the project manager for the

Chemical Evaporation Pond. Linda Meyer will be

representing EPA for both of these projects.

With that, I would also -- in

order to keep everybody on their toes we're

going to change the way we approach the second

half of the meeting and that we'll give a

presentation on the Motor Fool Pond and provide

an opportunity for any specific questions of

clarification, then go directly to the Chemical

Evaporation Pond presentation. Then we'll open

it up for question and answer, general questions

and answers on both of those projects before we

go into the public oral comment portion of the

meeting for both of those plans.

With that, I'll turn the floor back

over to Nolan Jensen, who is also the project

manager for the Motor Pool Pond Project.

MR. JIM/ZUNI The second project

that we're going to talk about tonight is the

Motor Pool Pond. And the thing I would like to

point out on this one is what we're focusing on

in this project is just the sediments in the
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pond and what potential risks those sediments in

that pond could have to the human health and the

environment. Bo we're focusing on the sediments

in the pond.

5 This is a photograph of the Motor

6 Pool Pond or what used to be the Motor Pool. Pond

7 right here. And just for your information,

8 again, they stopped using the pond in 1983 so

9 it's dry now. As you can see this little sign

10 right there, this indicates -- if you're

11 interested -- is that at all of the sites at

12 nine that are going to be evaluated under this

13 agreement, we put signs out there on all those

24 sites, so this is one of them and it has its

15 sign.

16 Now, what happens -- this is the

17 service station at the CFA or the Central

18 Facilities Area. As you can see, it's a little

19 bigger than your normal service station, but

20 essentially it's just a place where they take

21 the fleet buses and equipment out there and take

22 then in for maintenance. So that's the service

23 station.

24 The next picture shows the bays

25 inside the service station where they would do
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degreasing or greasing and lubrication and that

type of thing. As like the grease and oil and

things could fall off of the equipment from the

vehicles, it would go down into this grate and

into a sump. On the outside of the building

there is a wash area where they would wash

vehicles and buses and equipment, and the wash

water would go down into this grate, and again,

into a snap•

Again, this next photograph

shows -- by the way, right back here is where

that building is -- and the wastewater would go

into those suaps and into a pipe, the pipe would

run out to the east here and it flows out into

this ditch right behind Bill who Li standing

here, and it would flow toward us in this ditch

and then into the Motor Pool Pond. Again,

think on this photograph the ditch is off to the

left. So that's the Motor Pool Pond.

What was done to evaluate this to

find out what was there is several. samples, 51

to be exact, were collected of the sediment■ in

the pond. They were collected at various depths

from 0 to 15 feet and analysed for a variety of

constituents to determine what was out there.
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This next slide shows the key

contaminants that were found wit there. The

ones that are in the highlighted areas are the

4 ones that had the greatest risk and were most

5 important in the risk assessment.

6 This next slide shows what was

7 •valuated as far as how those contaminants could

0 get to a person. What was don• at this pond is

we looked at -- lance right now, again, no one

10 can get out there and live right now; however,

11 there are about 1,200 employees at the Central

12 Facilities Area. So for the current situation

13 we looked at the effect that those contaminants

14 could have on workers. What was looked at was

15 what would be the effect of inhalation of those

16 sediments, contact with the skin, ingestion of

17 that soil and exposure to any radiation.

le So those are the things that we

19 looked at, potential waste to the environment by

20 those sediments. Thos. same pathways were

21 looked at both for the occupational and then for

22 Someone who would live there in the future.

23 Again, we looked at a resident who would live

24 there.

25 An occupational scenario cane for
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the carcinogenic risk, the cancer causing

contaminants risk, it showed that about one in a

million was the range that the calculation

showed. So again, that is within -- well,

before we get to that, lot's go to the next

slide.

wow, it's about one in a million

for the carcinogenic and for the non-carcinogenic,

for the toxic effects. For someone who would go

out and live right next to that pond it is about

two in 100,000.

Now, let's compare that to those

13 risk ranges that are established by EPA. For

14 the carcinogenic risk, you can see for both the

15 30 year scenario and the 100 year scenario that

16 for someone who would live out there it's within

17 the acceptable range established in the federal

10 regulations. And for the non-carcinogenic risk,

19 again, comparing the concentration of

20 contaminant■ that someone could be exposed to,

21 comparing that with what is known to have an

22 effect, an adverse affect, we're below that

23 level, so about 70 percent of that level. So

24 again, the calculation shows that we're below

25 that acceptable range.
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so again in the case of the Motor

Pool Pond the agencies are recommending that No

Action be taken because the risks there are

acceptable.

Any questions on just that part?

MS. GREEN2 At this time if you

have any questions to clarify anything Nolan has

presented in his presentation, please take this

opportunity while it's still fresh in your mind

and you'll have another chance to ask general

questions about this project after the second

presentation, but anything that you'd like to

ask right now, please feel free to ask Nolan.

Thank you, Nolan. With that, we'll

move on to another very brief presentation on

the chemical Evaporation Pond. I would like to

introduce Randy Bergen. Randy is the project

manager for the Chemical Evaporation Pond. us

works for EG$G Idaho.

MR. BARGELTt I'll be talking about

Operable Unit 5-10, which to the Chemical

Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

It is contained within the Waste Area Group 5

a■ you saw Nolan present earlier.

This investigation also is limited
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to the sediments that are existing in the pond.

This i■ the photograph of the Auxiliary Reactor

Area No. 1. And there are four facilities in

4 the Auxiliary Reactor Area. This is one of

5 those facilities. This right here is the

6 Chemical Svaporation Pond. A$ can you see, tt

7 is wet, and this photo was taken when it was 
in

8 operation. It was fed through a discharge pipe

trent this building right here through the pipe

10 hors, and you can see the green vegetation

11 showing it was receiving discharged water.

12 This is a schematic of the same

13 area. In Building 627 -- well; during the time

14 this was in operation, this pond was in

15 operation from 1971 until 1988, and Building 627

16 housed a print shop, materials testing lab and a

17 radiological lab during that time. This pond

18 received some of those wastes. This star right

19 here was an area of highest concentration in the

20 contaminant, that were found during our

21 sampling.

22 This area here again, if you

23 recall in the previous slide, this is where the

24 green area was. The vegetation has since died

25 off since 1988 because it hasn't received any
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water.

Right here is the end of that

discharge pipe and this is the area of highest

contamination within another larger area of

5 contamination which is about 100 square feet,

6 which encompassee this area right hero.

7 Thi■ is another photograph looking

S north to Building 627 here, and here are those

9 plants here and the discharge pipe was right

10 there.

11 Very similar to the previous

12 presentation that Nolan gave on the pond, we did

13 sampling of the sediments in 1990. We took

14 about 160 samples from the entire pond -- could

15 I see that first photo of the pond -- the

16 samples were taken from this entire area here at

17 40 different locations. They weren't just

16 confined to this area here in the 100 square

19 feet. So we did sample the entire pond.

20 Those samples wire taken from the

21 surface to approximately four feet in depth.

22 The reason we stopped at four feet i■ that's

23 where the top of the basalt was. So we sampled

24 the entire column of sediments. Also out there

25 the sediments average about two feet in depth
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across the entire pond. By doing this we did

determine what we feel was the nature and extent

of the contamination.

Another similar site you've seen

before basically on the risk assessment

screening process, these are the contaminants of

concern that were evaluated in the risk

assessment, and the shaded contaminants here are

9 the ones of most concern that we saw from the

10 risk assessment.

We evaluated the same pathways and

12 the same ways of exposure as the Motor Pool Pond

13 from inhalation of any dust that would come off

14 of the pond here, direct exposure to ionized

15 radiation, ingestion of soil or skin contact of

16 the soil or contaminants.

17 Since ARA is a facility that is not

IS being used at this time, there is a lot less

10 workers that are exposed on a daily basis now.

20 So this facility will eventually be torn down.

21 It also has restricted accese. So under the

22 current occupational risk scenario, the risk is

23 two excess cancer cases in ten million.

24 For a future resident, if you set

25 up a resident right next to the Chemical
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Evaporation Pond in 100 years, and notice the

ARA facility is now gone, the future risk at

that point in time would be one excess cancer

case in one million.

moth of theme risks are well

within the acceptable range of risk established

by EPA. It was one in one million in 100 year.,

and evaluated at 30 years there was two excess

cancer cases in one million.

The hazard index we don't

expect to see any adverse effects from the

non-carcinogenic contaminants, it's relatively

low here.

We recommend on this one that

there should be No Action mince it doss not pose

an unacceptable risk to human health and the

environment.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any

questions of clarification on this specific

presentation before we open it up for general

questions and answers about both the Chemical

Evaporation Pond and the Kotor Pool Pond?

I guess we'll open it up for any

general questions about either one of these two

projects. Again, the remedial investigation
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reports that document ail of the work behind

these proposal*, they are pretty big documents,

and you have an opportunity here to ask

4 questions to the technical folks, questions

5 about both the projects. So please, I encourage

6 you to take this opportunity.

7 Does anybody have any questions on

8 either the Chemical Evaporation Pond or the

9 Motor Pool Pond?

10 If we don't have any questions, I

11 goose we'll begin the part of the meeting where

12 we receive the formal oral testimony on both of

13 these projects. Again, the DOE, EPA and the

14 State will listen to your comments during this

15 time frame. The court reporter will record

16 them, but generally we will not respond to them

17 except if we need clarification on them to be

10 able to understand and *valuate them and respond

19 to them. They will be responded to in separate

20 Responsiveness Summaries for each of the topics.

21 Again, I just ask that you state

22 your name and spell your name and identify which

23 project you're commenting on at the start of

24 your comments.

23 Is there anybody who wishes to make
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oral comments on either one of these two

project■ tonight?

AUDIENCE NEMNERI Mike Ushmen,

4 U-a-h-m-a-n, from Emmett. I may be a little out

S of line here, but on the Motor Pool Pond and the

6 other pond there, my basic concerns are not with

7 those two ponds but with the new ponds being

built. Are we going to discuss the new ponds in

9 this segment?

10 MS. CRIME' Than are no new ponds

11 being built to replace these.

12 AUDIENCE HEMMER: You're going to

13 build new evaporating ponds?

14 MS. GREENS No, these pond■ are no

15 longer being used. The Chemical Evaporation

16 Pond is no longer being. used. There is nobody

17 using the facilities that discharge to that pond

18 anymore, and they will not be using them. That

19 area is slated to be decommissioned and

20 decontaminated so there is no need for a

21 replacement pond there. At Central, the Motor

22 Pool Pond, I believe -- and Nolan or Bill

23 correct me if I'm wrong, that discharge is now

24 collected in an oil/water separator.

25 MR. PIGOTT; It goes into an
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oil/water separator, that was done in 1983.

Mow, the oil is collected and disposed of to

swot the current regulations and the liquid goes

to the sewage treatment plant. So it'e been

discontinued since '85.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The pamphlet I

got kind of throws ma off, because when it's

referring to cleaning up these areas, it's also

referring in the plan for new lined evaporating

ponds to take their places.

XS. GREEN: That's at the Test

Reactor Area.

AUDIENCE MEMBER; Right.

XS. GREEN: So you don't have a

comment, then, on the Motor Pool Pond or the

Chemical Evaporation Pond?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The Motor Pool

Pond as he was explaining it, he wa■ saying that

they washed the trucks and equipment and the

grease and things of this nature, but during

your past washing of your vehicles you have

taken in that area contaminated merchandise to

wash the radionuclides from it. Will this

practice continue in the new washing area?

MR. JENSEN: I'll refer to Bill,
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1

2

again.

MR. PIGOTT: What they normally do

3 on construction equipment is they decontaminate

4 the equipment in an area where they are working,

3 you get it down to as low level a■ they can

6 possibly get it with the instruments that they

measure with. But as you know, in any kind of

8 construction equipment there is little cracks

9 and crevices up there that may contain some dirt

10 that may contain some radioactive material and

11 there is still the possibility of not getting it

12 all, although there it would be extremely low

13 level.

14 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I think this

15 should be brought up in your narration on this

14 that it ha■ been practiced in the past of

17 decontaminating radioactive materials and

19 equipment in that area through washing, which

19 are collected in your collecting basins and

20 things of this nature, which would be in your

21 oil scrubbers and things like this.

22 MS. GREEN: With that, if there is

23 no other oral comments on either of these plans,

24 I would like to just remind you that the comment

25 period is open until August 5th, 1992. Please
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feel free to submit any additional written

comments prior to that time.

I would like to thank you all for

your participation here tonight. We look

forward to your involvement in future

activities. With that, thank you and good

night.

(The hearing concluded at 8120 p.a.)
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THURSDAY, JULY 23, 1992

MS. GREEN: I'd like to welcome everyone

to tonight's &eating. My name is Lisa Green.

Tonight I'll be serving in a dual role. Primarily,

I'll be acting as a moderator. And as a moderator.

I'll be helping to move us through the agenda in a

timely manner, but also to ensure that everybody

who would like to participate has an opportunity to

do so.

The other role that I'll play off and on

tonight is the remedial project manager for

DOE-Idaho. And I'll be in that role to help answer

any of your questions on these projects along with

the other technical people we have with us tonight.

We have two major goals here tonight.

And the first goal is to gather public comment on

the three proposed plans that are out for public

comment at this time. We're at a stage in the

project where DOE and EPA and the State have

reached a consensus on the technical recommendation

for these projects. And now, we're bringing them

out to the public to get your comments, your input

on the technical recommendations. And we will use

that in determining what the final decision for

each of the projects will be.
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The second major goal for tonight is to

give you an opportunity to ask us any questions

that you might have based on reading the proposed

plans or any of the other information on these

projects.

that you

Let's take a moment to look at the agenda

may have picked up when you entered the

room tonight. As you can see, we have three

projects that we'll discuss tonight. The first

topic on the agenda is the proposed plan for

perched water at the test reactor system Test

Reactor Area.

Following the presentation, we'll have an

opportunity for you to ask us questions and get

answers from the technical people on that project.

And then after all -- after all the questions have

been answered, we will take time to receive your

formal verbal comments for the record on this

project.

Then after a short break, we'll move into

the second half of the meeting where there will be

a presentation on each of the proposed plans for

the Motor Pool Pond and the Central Facilities Area

and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the auxiliary

reactor area.
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1 Now, these two projects are very similar;

2 and in response to public comment previously that

3 recommended that we put topics together in one

4 meeting where they are similar, we have grouped

5 these two.

6 At this time. I'd like to introduce

7 several individuals in the audience. The first is

8 Reuel Smith. Reuel is at the back of the room. He

9 works as the community relations plan coordinator

10 for the INEL.

11 This is probably also a good time to

12 mention that the public comment period on DOE's

13 community relations plan has been extended to

14 September 1, 1992. And if you're not familiar,

15 this plan is -- establishes the process for public

16 involvement in environmental restoration activities

17 for the INEL.

10 So, if you have any questions or issues

19 related to the community relations plan, you might

20 take this opportunity this evening to speak with

21 Reuel about them.

22 The second person I'd like to introduce

23 is Mike Coe. Mike is -- represents the INEL public

24 affairs office. If you have any questions

25 regarding INEL activities or issues that are not
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the subject of tonight's meeting, Mike is available

to help get answers to those question.

And, Mike, did you want to make a

Statement about the availability of the site

specific plans?

MR. COB: Yes. I just wanted to announce

that the draft fiscal year '91 site specific plan

is now available for comment. The site specific

plan basically outlines INEL's environmental waste

management plans, activities and opportunities for

public participation for the coming year.

This year we're making the draft

available for public comment so we can incorporate

the public comment into the final fiscal year '93

site specific plan. If you want a copy, just talk

to me during the break or some time; and I'll be

sure you get a copy.

MS. GREEN: Thank you, Mike.

After each of the presentations tonight,

you'll have an opportunity to ask questions on

them. And we've got -- the court reporter here is

recording the proceedings this evening. so -- so

that she may hear clearly the questions, we'd like

for you to use one of two approaches.

The note cards that you see on chairs are
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for you to write question, on. And then if you'll

raise the note cards in the air, Reuel or Mike will

pick them up and bring them up to the front of the

room to be answered.

The second approach would be to use one

6 of the microphones. I believe we have the wireless

7 mike working this evening so you don't you won't

need to come up front and use the mike. You can

9 ask the questions from your chair.

10 Again, if you could please try to ask one

11 question at a time so we can answer -- answer the

12 first question before we go on to another one, we

13 would appreciate it.

14 Then after each question and answer

15 period is over, we will begin the formal comment

16 period for receiving oral comments on the projects.

17 With that introduction, I'd like to turn

18 the mike over to a couple of the agency

19 representatives from EPA and the State. On my

20 immediate left is Dave Hovland from the State of

21 Idaho, and to his left is Linda Meyer. And I'd

22 like to give them both a chance to make a few brief

23 opening remarks.

24 Dave?

25 MR. HOVLAND! Thank you, Lisa.
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I'm the State's INEL technical manager

with the Division of Environmental Quality in

Boise. I'll be wearing another hat tonight. I'm

also the lead for the TRA area.

I have a counterpart named Sean

Rosenberger in Idaho Falls. He's not here tonight,

but two of his staff are here. And

they're going to represent the State on two of the

other proposed plans.

I'd like to introduce Dave Frederick.

Dave's an environmental scientist, and he's the

lead for CFA. His other colleague is Tom Stoops.

Tom is an environmental scientist, and he's the

lead for ARA.

I'm also pleased to introduce Kr. Dean

Nygard. Dean is the State's manager for the

Federal Facility Section in the Division of

Environmental Quality, and this includes the INEL

site.

I'd also like to say that the State

supports all three of the proposed plans. The

State's been actively involved throughout the

entire process leading up to these recommendations.

I'd like to encourage public comment. We

find it very important to get the public comment at
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this time because we're going to be preparing a

responsiveness summary and completing a record of

decision. And that's all I have.

MS. KEYER: I'm Linda Meyer with the

Environmental Protection Agency. I apologize to

anyone that was -- attended the technical briefing,

and Wayne promised he'd be here. So, I hope I

don't disappoint you; but I'll be representing the

EPA for all three of the projects tonight.

I was the project manager for the Perched

Water System. I'd just like to reemphasize that a

decision has not been made on these projects. They

are just recommendations, end your input is

important in this process. So, I encourage

everybody to participate.

MS. GREEN: Thank you, Linda.

With that, let's move right into the

first proposed plan, the presentation on the

Perched Water System at TRA. I'll turn things over

to Nolan Jensen. Nolan is the DOE project manager

for the Perched Water Project.

Nolan?

MR. JENSEN: Can yOu hear this? Okay.

If we can get the technology down. Now, first

question, if I stand right here, can everyone see?
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Can you see past me from both sides? Okay. I'll

stay here then.

Okay. Like Lisa says, we're going to be

talking about three projects tonight. First, the

Perched Water System at the Teat Reactor Area.

You've heard a couple acronyms thrown around

already. That's what we're referring to when we

■ay TRA; the Motor Pool Pond at the Central

Facilities Area or CFA; and the Chemical

Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor Area or

ARA.

Let me just throw up a photograph of each

of these sites right quick. And this is the Test

Reactor Area or most of it any way, the outline of

the facility; and these are the wastewater ponds

that we'll talk about a little bit later.

This is the -- what used to be the Motor

Pool Pond before it was taken out of use. And this

is the Auxiliary Reactor Area number one, and this

is the Chemical Evaporation Pond that we'll be

talking about or, again, what used to be the pond,

where the pond was located.

Now, before we talk about these

individual sites, in order to get -- kind of set

the framework for how we're going to discuss the
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sites, what I'd like to do first is just quickly go

over with you again the superfund process and how

WO get to the decisions or the recommendations that

we have come to, to bring to you tonight.

Okay. Some of you may know at the and of

1989, the INEL was placed on what is known as the

national priority list. And what that means is

that the INEL is now a site that has been deemed to

have contamination or potential contamination that

could pose a threat to human health and the

environment.

Once a site is listed on the NPL, then we

are obligated to go out and look at the potential

contamination and determine what risk it poses and

what type of clean up needs to be done.

So, this investigation is called the

remedlal'investigation. And the remedial

investigation answers a couple of key questions.

First, it answers what's out there, what kind of

contamination is there, and how much, how far

spread is it. And then it answers, okay, what is

the risk that that contamination poses.

Once we've gone through the remedial

investigation, the three agencies come to a

recommendation on what they believe the appropriate
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action is for that site. Once we have come to a

recommendation, we bring that recommendation to the

public; and that begins what's known as the

decision-making process. And we are at that stage

right now. We're coming to the public with our

recommendation and asking for your comments on our

recommendation.

When we receive the comments, we will

summarize them and respond to them in a document

called the record of decision. And that is the

document that formally puts into place the decision

for -- for the sites.

Okay. One more time, what are we going

to talk to you about tonight? Each of the three

sites has recently gone through a remedial

investigation. And, again, as I mentioned earlier,

the purpose of the remedial investigation is to

answer these two key questions: What's out there?

What kind of contamination is out there? And how

bad is it, or what risk does it pose?

Now, when we get to the risk assessment

process, risk is of the contaminant -- was

looked at in two ways. First of all, contaminants

are looked at, which are known to be carcinogens or

potential carcinogens. And so, the first thing we
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3

do is assess the carcinogenic risk or

cancer-causing risk.

So, the contaminants which are

potentially known carcinogens are evaluated to

5 determine what exposure someone would come in

6 contact with. And then that exposure is compared

7 with a risk range, which Is established in a

8 regulation called the National Contingency Plan.

That's located in the Code of Federal Regulations

10 In forty CFR three hundred.

11 And in that Code of Federal Regulations

12 in the National Contingency Plan, there is a risk

13 range that's established. And that is that a risk

14 within the range of one in ten thousand to one in

15 one million or below, is considered to be

16 acceptable.

17 In other words, if -- if there is a

18 chance of someone incurring cancer in a chance of

19 one In ten thousand or blow, then that Is

20 considered acceptable, if that makes sense.

21 Okay. After the carcinogenic risk is

22 evaluated, then the toxic or noncarcinogenic risk

23 is evaluated. And noncarcinogenic risk is health

24 effects other than cancer, anything from -- from a

25 heart disease or an organ problem or skin rashes,
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whatever, those are the kinds of things that we're

talking about with the noncarcinogenic risks.

Now that's -- the noncarcinogenic risk is

looked at a little bit differently. Rather than a

chance of -- of cancer happening or a chance of a

health effect happening, what is done in the case

of noncarcinogenic risk is EPA and others who study

toxic effects of different chemicals or

contaminants, they establish what is called a

reference dose. And that reference dose is just a

concentration of that contaminant which is known

not to cause an adverse health effect.

And so, what is done is that the exposure

from the site that is calculated is compared with

that reference dose that is established by EPA or

in the literature. And basically, what is done is

you divide the concentration at your site by this

reference dose. And if it comes out to one or

less, then it is considered to not pose an adverse

effect. If it is one or above, it may cause an

adverse effect.

Okay. Now, how are we looking at these

sites at the INEL? The INEL is a big place. It

has a lot of different sites that we need to look

at. Approximately four hundred of the sites out at
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INEL are going to be looked at under thin

agreement.

So, tonight we're going to be talking

about three of those sites. One, again, like we

said, is at the Test Reactor Area. One is at

Central Facilities Area, and one is the Auxiliary

Reactor Area. These are known as waste area

groups. It's just a tern we came up with to help

cut down the pie into smaller pieces.

After we have established waste area

groups -- oh, before I move that slide, the first

nine waste area groups, one through nine,

essentially corresponds to the different facilities

out at INEL. And then waste area group ten fills

in all the gaps or encompasses all of the

miscellaneous units outside of those facilities.

And It also focuses on the Snake River Plain

Aquifer as a whole.

Now, each of those waste area groups

s still a pretty large piece of work. So, the

waste area groups are further divided into what are

known as operable units. And that is something

that's discussed also in the regulation, the

national contingency plan.

And so, what is done is these groups are
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further broken down into bite-sized pieces, if you

will, in order to focus resources and come to

decisions as quick as possible.

And so, what we're talking about tonight

are three operable units within three waste area

groups. So, what the concept is, is that we will

look at the individual sites in each waste area

group. Once each individual Site is looked at,

then there will be one investigation done for the

entire waste area group. And that's -- these are

these down here, the comprehensive investigation.

Once the comprehensive investigation

look at the entire waste area group is completed,

then the waste area group ten investigation will be

conducted, which will look at the INEL as a whole.

And also, again, it will focus on the

Snake River Plain Aquifer. Okay.

Yes?

MR. SMITH: We've had some other

folks come since we asked before if people could

see the slides. I wonder if we ought to ask that

again.

MR. JENSEN: Am I standing in front of

where you need to be? Why don't you come up

here, Reuel; and I'll stand off to the side.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
i800, 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:22:28 1992 Page 252



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

17

How about right here? Is that better?

MR. SMITH: If you can see around me, we

can.

MS. GREEN: Now you're blocking --

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Are there any general

questions on the process? What we're going to do

now is we're going to talk about each of the three

sites tonight. And we'll kind of walk through that

process with each one, and you can see how we come

to the recommendation.

Okay. The first one we're going to talk

about is Perched Water System at the Test Reactor

Area or operable unit two dash twelve. And what

this investigation focuses on is out at the Teat

Reactor Area -- let's go ahead and put that next

slide up -- out at the 'rest Reactor Area is one of

the reactor research facilities at INEL. And this

is the -- part of the outline of the facility.

And as the industrial operations go on at

that facility, the wastewater from those operations

is discharged to a series of wastewater ponds.

This one right here -- there are three cells -- is

what's known as the warm waste pond. That's one

that we talked to you about last year. And that is

one that is undergoing design for cleanup right
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now.

The warm waste pond is also the greatest

source of contamination. But as these wastewater

ponds, as water goes into them, the water

percolates through the floor of the pond through

the sediment into the subsurface.

Let's go ahead and do the next one.

KR. BROSCIOUS: Before you change that

one, could you just bailparkish describe with your

pointer where the plume is in relation to that

aerial photo?

MR. JENSEN: I -- we'll have a -- give me

one more slide, and we'll get to -that. I've got

one of that. Tt's not a photograph, but this one

isn't big enough anyway.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Also, could you mention

exactly what's -- what's going on at the -- at

those facilities right now?

MR. JENSEN: Okay. As far as the

industrial operations?

MR. BROSCIOUS: Okay.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. There were three

reactors, and I don't claim to be an expert on what

goes on in there; but this was what was known as

the Engineering Test Reactor. That's this area
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right here. That was a research reactor. This

in -- the facility in this area was known as the

Materials Test Reactor. And then back in the

corner, just off the photograph, is what's known

back in this corner is what's known as the Advanced

Test Reactor. This reactor in this reactor

operations are ceased. They don't happen anymore.

They shut them down. The only operating reactor

right now is the Auxiliary Reactor Area back oft to

the left.

MS. GREEN: Advanced.

MR. JENSEN: Advanced, sorry. Advanced

Test Reactor Area back off to the left. And

basically, what that reactor is for, from my

understanding, is to test different materials to

see how they react or how they react to being

bombarded with nuclear energy.

Is that -- for those of you who know more

than me, is that about right?

MR. BROSCIOUS: Is the hot cell in there

still functioning?

MR. JENSEN: I assume they have hot

cells, but I don't know what -- anything about

that.

MS. GREEN: There are hot cells there,
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yes.

MR. BROSCIOUS: And is the fuel storage

water storage test still functioning?

MR. JENSEN: I don't know.

MS. GREEN: Well, as part of the reactor

facilities, there are fuel storage areas in the

reactor facilities.

MR. JENSEN: Anyway, just -- this is the

warm waste pond, again; and this is the cold waste

pond. Those are two key ones that I want you to

remember for later In the discussion.

Okay. So, what happens then is, as the

water -- the wastewater goes into these ponds, it

percolates into the subsurface. The subsurface ie

essentially interlayered basalt or lava rock, black

lava rock, and layers of soil.

And what happens is the water goes

through the subsurface. It reaches layers that are

less permeable. And as it hits those less

permeable layers, the water can't go through it as

fast; and so, it slows it down; and it starts to

mound up.

And so, under each one of these ponds,

directly beneath them, there is a shallow perched

zone. It's fairly small, directly under each pond.
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And then it percolates finally through that layer

and goes down. And about 150 feet, there is

another layer, which is also less permeable, that

slows the water down. And there is a larger

perched water body that forms on that layer. And

as you can see, the aquifer is about 480 feet deep.

Okay. Let's go ahead to the next one.

This is the one that Chuck was interested in.

That's the Test Reactor Area, again. The warm

waste pond, the cold waste pond; and that's the

approXimate outer extent of the Perched Water

System. That is the larger, lower perched water

body. It's about a little more than a half a mile

across and about three-quarters, maybe nine-tenths

of a mile long.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Where are the two

injection wells in relation to that?

MR. JENSEN: The big one is about

right -- well, in fact, I think it's that well

right there, that black dot. The other one, I

believe, is this one right here.

MR. HOVLAND: Now, the other one, meaning

the Well 53.

MR. JENSEN: 53, right. 53 was a shallow

injection well that was used for a few years. And
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all these other black dots are monitor wells. In

fact, we used the two closed injection wells as

monitor wells at these sites.

MR. BROSCIOUS: And where is Well 65 in

relation to that?

MR. JENSEN: It's one of those right -- I

know It's one of those three.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Could you give the

dimensions of that again? I missed them.

MR. JENSEN: You can see it right

there about ---

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. No, the scale.

MR. JENSEN: well, that's the scale.

Just approximately, I think it's a little more than

a half a mile this way and a little less than a

mile this way. And that's approximate.

SO, what was done to find this

information out, was these different monitor wells

were sampled and water levels measured. So, that's

how we went about gaining information on what this

Perched Water System was all about.

MR. BROSCIOUS: In terms of monitoring

wells outside of the perched water table area, you

show relatively few of them

THE REPORTER: I can't hear him.
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MS. GREEN: Could you speak up a bit,

sir?

MR. BROSCIOUS: I said in terms of the

plume, you have relatively few monitoring wells

outside of the plume area, especially to the --

what I assume is the southeast there. I wonder

what evidence you have that that's the limit of the

plume.

MR. JENSEN: Do you want to talk about

that, Peter, for a minute? This is Peter Sinton,

who was the one that constructed the groundwater

model. We're kind of getting ahead of ourselves a

little bit, so -- but that's all right.

MR. SINTON: Several of the wells for the

deep perched system, the bigger system, the

boundary of the system is defined fairly well

around this perimeter because several of these

wells are actually dry.

Now, on the northwestern side, there is

some question --

MR. HOVLAND: Northeastern.

MR. SINTON: Northeastern, yeah. All on

this boundary, there's some question about exactly

where this -- this boundary is, but it's fairly

close to this area right in here.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me. I had

understood that the State oversight committee had

felt that on sone of those wells that you had run

them too deeply and, therefore, had missed the

Perched Water System and that, in fact, that plume

might be larger.

HR. HOVLAND: well, actually, it was the

Division of Environmental Quality. it was our

group that noted that and made the comment.

Basically, as we went through our comment

resolution period in the modeling that Peter is

going to present, that that edge as -- we might

have to go back to that diagram showing the Perched

Water System.

That edge, as it tapers out, is not

completely defined; but it's close. And I think

when we looked at it and went through the different

comment resolutions and talked to the people who

put the wells in, the U.S. Geological Survey and

the type of modeling that Peter is going to be

talking about or Nolan, you'll see that the

modeling that they do takes the effect of the major

portion of the perched water zone. And the little

tapering edge doesn't really add that much to it.

So, what they're doing is looking at the
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maximum risk from that, the effect of that on the

Snake River Plain Aquifer when they model. But I

think it's going to be important to see the

modeling that they did and then maybe revisit this.

MS. GREEN: If I could just interject a

little here. We do have a question and answer

period after the presentation. And if -- but I

don't want to discourage you from raising questions

that are key to your understanding along the way.

So, if you have things that really need explained

right now to understand, go right ahead.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. On my left

of that slide, what are the depths of those wells?

Like the ones that are outside the plume?

MR. SINTON: Over here?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. Keep going

to the Left outside of the plume.

MR. JENSEN: Over here?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. What are the

depths of those wells?

MR. SINTON: These wells go -- I believe

they go down to the lower interbed, which is what

this perched water body is on top of. I don't know

the exact depths, but they go down to that

interbed.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And can you explain

to me, just in lay language, how you read that

well?

MR. SINTON: How you read it?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yea. In other

words, if I understand it, there's a hole in the

ground that goes down into the rock.

MR. SINTON: That's correct, yes.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Now do you

determine at what level that perched water pool is

located? How do you read the well?

MR. SINTON: Okay. can you put the

other bell-shaped curve on there?

What is done is a well is drilled. It's

a hole in the ground. It's drilled down and, for

most of those wells, they're drilled into these --

into this sediment right in here and completed with

a casing and a well screen, which is open to the

basalt rock in here.

And then after the well is completed,

water will flow into it. And water will rise to

the level that this perched water table is at.

That's how we know where it is. So, where it's

dry, the wells are completed out here on the

periphery or the edge; and there's no water in
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them. That's how we know where the edge of this

is.

KR. BROSCIOUS: What is your completion

depth? What is the interval completion distance?

MR. SINTON: Most of the older wells are

completed -- some of them are actually open. Other

ones are completed such that they're across this

entire interval. The newer ones, some are

completed right at the top. Some are completed

right at the bottom so that we can get an idea of

vertical head distribution or hydraulic gradient.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me. That

was a great question, but I didn't understand what

it meant. So, could you tell me what that gradient

meant or where it's screened? You just explained

where it was screened, but I don't know what that

means.

MR. SINTON: Okay.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any -- any figures

in the RI that show an example, a cross section of

a well?

MR. SINTON: Yeah, we do.

MR. HOVLAND: I think that would be

pretty helpful to see what that looks like.

MR. SINTON: Could we maybe draw it on
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there? Okay. What Nolan has just drawn is a well.

And the wells are drilled down into these

sediments. And then what we do is we Install a

casing which goes on in the inside of the hole.

The casing is cemented into place so it doesn't

leak. And then the casing has -- it either has

holes in it, or it has what we call a screen, which

is almost like a screen on a -- you know, like your

porch screen door, kind of like that. it's much

more sturdy than that, but that's what it's like.

And that would be what we call the

completion interval. And that would be where water

would come into this well and rise Up to this

level. Or if you took a water sample, you took a

sample, you took some of the water out of the well,

that's where water would enter the well and come

up; and we would take it out.

Does that answer your question?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Thank you.

MA. JENSEN; And casing is just pipe in

the ground. It's just a pipe in the ground.

MR. SINTON: Okay.

MR. JENSEN: All right. What I wanted to

show you just before we talk about the risk

assessment is when they drill some of these wells,
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they core them. And it you wonder what the basalt

looks like down there, this i■ it. This is

basically what the aquifer looks like and

everything above the aquifer, just layers of basalt

like this.

And then in between this, there will be

layers of, like, sand or gravel as interbeds. And,

as you can see, this has kind of got some holes in

it. Those are where when the lava flows went out,

there were gasses in them that caused these

bubbles. But as you'll notice or it you've looked

at them, you'd see that these holes aren't

interconnected very well.

so, the water doesn't flow

through the holes. This is pretty much just solid

rock. But if you looked at it on a bigger scale,

you know that there was fractures and cracks in the

rock.

And so, when we talk about an aquifer or

the perched water being down there, it's not like

there's a big cave full of water. It's just that

water is sitting in all the little cracks. But, at

a certain level, those cracks are full of water;

and above them, they're not. So, that's kind of

the top edge of that Perched Water System.
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Does that make sense?

MR. BROSCIOUS: The alluvium or the

interbeds are not necessarily sand and gravel, are

they?

MR. SINTON: Not all of them are.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Not if you've got perched

water tables on them.

MR. SINTON: No. They're finer grained

than sand and gravel. Some of them have clays or

cinders in thee. They're usually pretty fine

grained.

MR. JENSEN: Kind of red clay looking

things, really.

MR. SINTON: That's right.

MR. JENSEN: From the cores I've seen.

Okay. All right. So, that's what the

perched water is in.

Now, the next slide, basically, what

we've done so far is explain how we go about

finding out what's out there. The next important

part is, okay, we know it's there; is that a

problem or not?

And what is done there is, we go through

what's called a risk assessment. And what I'm

going to do now is hand over the mike to Joe Gordon
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from Dames & Moore who did the work on the risk

assessment for this project. And take it away.

MR. GORDON: Thank you, Nolan.

Well, this flow chart is a graphic

representation of the risk assessment process. The

first step is to evaluate the data that we've got

out at the site when we went out and did a site

investigation. And that data is applied in

essentially two parallel pathways: the toxicity

assessment and the exposure assessment.

The toxicity assessment, we evaluate

those contaminants which -- from both a

carcinogenic and a noncarcinogenic standpoint. And

then over in the exposure assessment, we look at

the pathways to humans and nonhuman receptors as

well as uptake of contaminants through all those

pathways.

Then those two parallel paths are brought

back together in the risk characterization when we

look at the impact of exposure and apply the dose

response to those uptakes.

So, the first step was to come up with

the contaminants that we are concerned with. And

the way that we did that is we screened

contaminants at the site and evaluated them to
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identify the ones that were going to contribute

greater than one percent of the risk at the site.

And these are the ones that came out of

that screening. The ones that are shaded here, are

the ones that turned out to dominate the risk in

the risk assessment.

Okay. To evaluate the risk at the site,

we constructed an exposure scenario where we had a

hypothetical resident farmer who constructs a well

out at the site right into Snake River Plain

Aquifer directly below the Perched Water System.

And he takes all of his water for domestic purposes

from that well, irrigates his crops, consumes crops

grown at the site, feeds his livestock with those

crops and that groundwater and consumes that

livestock.

Okay. We also evaluated nonhuman

receptors. We looked at vegetation by looking at

uptake of groundwater. We looked at herbivores by

looking at their uptake of groundwater as well as

ingestion of vegetation that's irrigated with

groundwater and direct soil contact that may have

been contaminated by that groundwater that's pumped

from the aquifer as well as carnivores who are

exposed to the same pathways with the addition of
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other animals out at the site.

Okay. In order to do this, we

constructed a groundwater model whose purpose it

was to predict concentrations of contaminants in

the aquifer over time.

Now, do we have a -- all right. Mere,

let's put this one up. Let's go to this one here.

In order to do that, we looked at someone

constructing a well and completing it In the Snake

River Plain Aquifer directly below the site. And

we looked at the screen intervals, that we talked

about before, which was only twelve feet.

So, we looked at -- okay. We looked at

contaminants flowing down from the deep perched

zone to the Snake River Plain Aquifer and pumping

just the top twelve feet of water from the Snake

River Plain Aquifer so we didn't look at dilution

from the rest of the aquifer.

If someone was to go out and install a

well for domestic purposes, the screened interval

would probably be something on the order of 50 to

100 feet. So, this tends to overestimate risks at

the site.

MS. MINEUR: Excuse me. Could yOu repeat

that where you say --
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THE REPORTER: I can't hear her.

MS. GREEN: Speak up, please, Lynn.

NS. M1NEUR3 I'm just trying to -- on

that diagram, are you telling me that a person is

going to drill a 500-foot well?

MR. GORDON' Right. Okay. This is

someone that goes out to the site to live, this

would be 125 years in the future. The Perched

Water System would not be there anymore. So, you

would -- you would drill right through this and

these contaminants -- well, the water won't be

there anymore. And we assume that contaminants are

still up in the surface water pond there.

Okay. That warm waste pond, we assume

it's still there; and obviously, the Test Reactor

Area won't be there anymore. We assume that the

Test Reactor Area will operate for another 25 years

followed by a 100-year institutional control

period. Okay. So, this is -- this is a well that

is completed down to the Snake River Plain Aquifer)

but obviously, this water is gone up here.

MS. GREEN: Joe?

MR. GORDON: Yes.

MS. GREEN: If you could clarify, too,

that the perched water is gone long before the
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125-year period.

MS. MINEUR: I understand that. Where

I'm confused is, I thought you said earlier that

the Snake River Plain Aquifer is not a caveful or

an underground lake of water; is that correct?

MR. GORDON: That's right.

Ms. M1NEUR: So, why are we drilling at

500 feet? Number one, what happens at 500 feet

that's different than

MR. GORDON: This is all dry. This is

all going to be dry. You won't encounter water

until you get down to 480 feet.

And, also, just a point of clarification,

this well, doesn't matter when it happens, if

somebody wants to get groundwater, they have to

drill to 500 feet or they don't get it. Whether it

happens today or tomorrow or whenever, as long as

that perched water is gone.

MR. BROSCIOUS: But in 20 years, they

could drill into the deep perch and probably still

find water.

MR. GORDON: If the reactor runs for --

MR. BROSCIOUS: I know. But in

20 years --

MR. GORDON: There will still be some
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perched water there, yes. One thing I didn't

mention earlier was that the only reason that

perched water is there is because those ponds are

there. That's a man-made feature. That didn't

used to be there.

So, when the reactor shuts down, they go

away.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Do you want to

clarify that for me because the one reactor that's

contributing the most to the cold water waste pond

is going to go until 2007 and will not be

completely decommissioned for 27 years.

GORDON:MR.  Right.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, in 20 years it

will still be there?

MR. GORDON: Right, and the model did

assume that.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Did your model take into

consideration in the process of drilling down to

the aquifer, as in all drilling processes, there's

a lot of mixing of all the drilling findings in the

process of going down, the mixture that --

contaminants that would still be in the sediment

beds even though there may not be water in it in

125 years?
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MR. GORDON: Well, no. The health and

safety aspects of actually putting a well in at the

site were not considered. Is that your question?

MR. BROSCIOUS: They weren't?

MR. CORDON: No. I mean, it's a

hypothetical well that we looked at. Basically,

what we were trying to do --

MR. BROSCIOUS: Okay. But even

hypothetically, you have to drill down through

those contaminated sediments which will still have

residuals in them for infinity. And in the process

of drilling down through that, that the well

casing, even the bits and everything, are going to

become contaminated with whatever residuals are

still there.

Did you include' that in the model?

MR. HOVLAND: Joe, what he might be

getting at, I think, is there are common practices

where you can use telescope casing or you wouldn't

have to be concerned, as he's talking about, just

drilling a hole straight down there.

so, there's -- there's things that are

inherent in good drilling practices.

NR. GORDON: Yeah. I think what you're

getting at is not a key feature of potential risk
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at the site. I mean, if you're asking if we would

have drilled right through the surface warm waste

pond, we did not consider that.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Well, the contaminated

sediments is going to be the whole width of the

plume, the whole size of the plume. And they're

going to still be there. And the -- you know, to

assume that -- that -- you're assuming that there's

going to be some high tech drilling operation that

goes out there that knows that there's radioactive

contamination in those sediments and those

interbeds. And, you know, they're going to seal as

they go down and try to do it the same way you deal

with your monitoring wells. But you can't even

drill monitoring wells down there without getting

contamination in the process of going down. It

screws up your sampling, even with current

technology.

MS. GREEN: So, if I understand you

correctly, you're wondering if we factored in to

the risk assessment for that resident, the risk of

doing the actual drilling.

MR. BROSCIOUSI Right.

MS. GREEN: Like airborne inhalation or

whatever --
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MR. BROSCIOUS: There's going to be

residuals in the process that are going to get

mixed up, and the first ten years they're going to

pump out of there, they're going to be pumping --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: They're just going

to inoculate, you know, with the drill. It's just

going to inoculate that area of the aquifer with

the contaminants from above. So, you have to take

that into consideration, correct? The sediments

fall into the hole.

MR. GORDON: Well, I think you have to

take sit back and take a look at what we're

talking about here. we're talking about a billion

gallons of water that's spread over a one mile by a

half mile area. And a cross sectional area of

those contaminants in the sediments at that level

right there is not going to be a key player in

the --

MR. BROSCIOUS: Do you have data to

Support that? Have you tested the sediments?

MR. GORDON: We didn't do that

calculation. I'm sure that it would show

that it's not a key player in the risk assessment.

MR. HOVLAND: But, no, we didn't do that.

MR. GORDON: But, no, we didn't.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, you said they

were going to put it in right next to this pond.

At the technical briefing, when I discussed it with

the people, they said they were just going to leave

-- when that top shallow parch zone went, it would

go in two or three months, and that's where they're

going to be. So, you've got lots of things in the

shallow perch zone that are just going to be

sitting there, some of them with long half-lives,

that are going to be contaminants of concern. And

it will be affected in that. I don't know how you

can say it isn't part of it.

MR. GORDON: Well, we'll have to think

about it. But that's not something we did.

MS. GREEN: It was not done in the risk

assessment, and it's not a practice, I don't

believe, that -- It's not a calculation that's

called out in the guidelines far doing risk

assessment, I don't believe.

MR. GORDON: Well, here's the key issue.

The purpose of the risk assessment was to evaluate

whether we should clean up the water, okay? And

this operable unit is the water. Sometimes the --

the contaminants that are in this top 50 feet

there, are part of a different operable unit.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Pert of this

confusion comes in because at the technical

briefing, nobody could decide what part of what

operable units those contaminants were when they

were in the shallow perched zone.

They were part of the Shallow perched

zone. But if they divide up, are they still part

of the shallow perched zone, or did they go to the

sediments that are on top of the pond? And nobody

could decide, so we didn't really know where they

were either. There was no real consensus found as

to what was going to happen to those contaminants

13 that were in the shallow perched zone.

14 So, you're telling me that they're going

15 to be considered in an entirely different operable

16 unit?

17 MR. GORDON: They'll have to be because

18 what -- basically, what we talked about was the

19 sediments in the pond, themselves, will be looked

20 at as -- basically, what we do is try to come up

21 with reasonable ways, the most reasonable ways,

22 that people would be exposed.

23 And we've already identified each pond

24 sediment as operable units of specific

25 investigations. The perched water is ones but as
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far as those sediments down there, the only way

that those would be evaluated, that I can think of

right now, is in the final assessment.

MS. MINEUR: So, they're not going to

be evaluated until the --

THE REPORTER: I can't hear that.

MS. GREEN: Lynn, can you

MS. MINEUR: -- operable unit ten.

MR. GORDON: Operable unit ten is up

here..

MS. MINEUR: Right. I'm aware of that.

MR. GORDON: Then, operable unit, I guess

it would be --

MS. MINEUR: Thirteen?

MR. GORDON: Two dash thirteen will be

all of the rest.

MS. MINEUR: I guess I need to repeat

that again. The sediments I'm trying to

THE REPORTER: I cannot hear her.

MR. GORDON: Do you want to use this?

MS. MINEUR: Are you saying that the

sediments themselves under each of the ponds will

be considered an operable unit with that pond? My

question is where will the sediments, after the

deep perched water has moved, evaporated, done its
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thing, where are they going to be considered?

MR. GORDON: Okay. Someone can correct

me if I'm wrong; but I'm pretty sure that that will

be considered in operable unit two dash thirteen

which is the WAG-wide RI/FS.

MR. JENSEN, That's the only place they

would be in. We've just got to remember to do it.

MS. MINEUR: We will remind you.

MS. GREEN: Those are the subsurface

sediments, not the surface sediments, right?

That's what you're talking about.

MR. GORDON: Right. And what we would

look at when we did that is what are the reasonable

ways people will be exposed to contaminants nut

there?

MR. JENSEN: And what Joe is trying to

say is with sediments in the depth like that, it's

going to be pretty tough to get then to people.

MS. MINEUR: All they have to do is drill

a well.

MR. JENSEN: Right.

MS. MINEUR: But could you repeat that

citation for me?

MR. GORDON: This one -- this perched

water is operable unit two dash twelve.
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Operable unit two dash thirteen will be all of TRA,

all of the things that were not considered in

any of the other specific operable units, one

through twelve.

Do you remember this one here? Right

here, the investigation of the whole test reactor

area, okay? So, that will evaluate not just those

sediments, but anything else that was -- any

residuals that may have bean left there from

operable units two through twelve. Or anything

else that didn't fall into one of those operable

units will be evaluated on a WAG-wide basis.

And then, again, the entire site will be

evaluated for -- in a sitewide snake River Plain

Aquifer Study.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Is that in 1999?

MR. GORDON: '9B.

MR. JENSEN: '98 is the start of that.

MR. BROSCIOUS: It's not going to be

pulled together until '99?

MR. GORDON: I don't know. Probably '99

or even 2000.

MS. GREEN: The final record of decision

would be 2001, I think.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: When is two
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thirteen scheduled?

MR. GORDON: I think it starts in '96, if

I remember right, '95 or '96.

Okay. Well, the results of the risk

assessment are that in 125 years the risk to a

person who completes that well out at the site

consumes all his water and all of his vegetables

and livestock from the site, the risk to that

individual is one in 179 million.

Now, as part of EPA's review of the risk

assessment, they went through to figure out at what

time, hypothetically, could someone go out there

and drink that water under that same scenario, and

we came up with ten years, actually, in the year

2000, and still be within the acceptable range of

risk.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. In your

documentation in here, because that was one of the

things I looked at, when they went in 30-year

increments for, I believe it was chromium and

tritium, it falls within the acceptable limits

thirty years after 1995. So, that's not ten years.

MR. GORDON: Actually, It's for someone

who starts living there in 1995. I was

conservative here and said someone who starts

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:48:40 1992 Page 281



1

2

3

4

6

5

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

46

living there in the year 2,000 and lives there for

a 30-year period.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. What it says

here, The carcinogenic risk from tritium exceeds

the acceptable risk range for the 30-year periods

beginning 1990 and 1995. So, you're saying that it

moves there -- it will be 40 years before --

NR. GORDON: It will be the year 2000.

If you moved there in the year 2000, the 30-year

period starting in the year 2000 is within the

acceptable range.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

MR. GORDON: So, the one that started in

1990 or 1995 was above. It exceeded the acceptable

range) but the one that started the year 2000, is

at the acceptable range.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. This is a

person planting his vegetables there and drawing

his water there?

MR. GORDON; Right. That starts in 2000

and lives there until 2030.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Which one of you

guys is going to volunteer for this?

MR. CORDON: I will.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: One of the
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questions I have in the risk assessment is, it that

2 person can live there until 2030, are we saying the

3 incidence of cancer will not occur during that time

4 period?

5 MR. GORDON: No. The incidence of cancer

6 over that person's entire lifetime. 70-year

7 lifetime is what's considered. The 30 years is how

long the person lives there, which is the 90th

9 percentile of how long someone actually lives in

10 the same place.

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

12 MR. JENSEN: So, what he's saying is, the

13 EPA le establishing some standards for evaluating

14 risk. And one of those is that a standard

15 calculation or a standard assumption in the

16 calculation is that you assume someone will live

17 there for 30 years. And that's why they were the

18 30-year increments.

19 MR. GORDON: Okay. Similarly, the

20 noncarcinogenic health effects, the risk from

21 noncarcinogenic contaminants, was also found to be

22 acceptable for. the 125-year scenario as well as for

23 the 10-year scenario.

24 So, in summary, there are currently

25 no unacceptable risks to members of the public
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since the site is restricted and perched water is

below grade. And for the future on-site resident,

the risk will fall within the acceptable range

within ten years.

And with that, I guess I'll turn it back

over to Nolan.

MR. JENSEN: All right. So, as you

probably already know if you've seen the proposed

plan, what is recommended for this site is that

there will be no remedial action taken. However,

because we did this based on predictions of what

the concentrations will be, we're also recognizing

that we need to monitor to make sure that those

predictions are correct and that all of the

assumptions that we based these calculations on are

correct.

So, we do plan to monitor. And also the

National Contingency Plan establishes that periodic

reviews be done; in fact, that they be done no less

often than every five years. So, these reviews

would also be done by the agencies at least every

five years and, perhaps, more often, if necessary,

to make sure that what we have recommended, if we

do take that route after public comment -- where

shall I stand? -- that it's all right; that the
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assumptions are still accurate.

Okay. Now, just -- this isn't working is

it? Okay. So, we just put this slide together to

explain, after a couple of the other meetings when

questions were asked, what -- you know, what are

you talking about when you talk about monitoring?

What does that mean?

And, basically, what it would mean is, we

would need to go out and keep testing wells,

especially for certain contaminants that we knew

were risk drivers. And I just put tritium and

Chromium up there because those are ones that we

know are key contaminants. And we would need to

monitor probably several wells in the aquifer, that

are screened down in the aquifer, as well as some

Up in the Perched Water System.

We would have to make a decision on how

often the samples would be collected and water

levels measured and then, also, decision points for

what happens if our assumptions are wrong.

Obviously, we'll need to go back and revisit the

decision. Or perhaps another decision Is at what

point do we change monitoring frequencies and

things like that.

So, that's what we're talking about when

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800} 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:52:16 1992 Page 285



1

2

3

S

6

7

8

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

16

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

50

we say we're going to monitor.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Is the State going to

do split sampling?

MR. HOVLAND: The Division of

Environmental Quality is not doing split sampling.

The oversight program is involved in a lot of

different sampling throughout, and there are people

assigned to the Test Reactor Area. And that is an

option.

MR. BROSCIOUS: But you're not doing it

now? I'm saying the oversight program isn't doing

it now?

MR. HOVLAND: Split sampling?

MR. BROSCIOUS: Yeah.

MR. HOVLAND: Specifically, they're not

doing any split sampling -- are you saying related

to this monitoring plan or just any split sampling?

MR. BROSCIOUS: Any split sampling at

the test reactor.

MR. HOVLAND: Specifically, right now

they're not; but they do have plans where they're

incorporating a lot of different types of sampling.

But the person to contact on that would be Mr.

Flint Hall in Idaho Falls. And his phone number is

525-7300. And he's the person assigned to that
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group for the oversight group.

MR. BROSCIOUS: So, there is -- at this

time, there's no independent sampling of the test

reactor area?

MR. HOVLAND: Well, again, he has various

plans in effect. And you'd have to check to see

where he is on those_

MR. BROSCIOUS: Actual sampling plans?

MR. HOVLAND: Yeah. He's putting those

together for the next couple of fiscal years.

MR. JENSEN: USGS does do sampling

too, independent sampling at TRA. And I don't know

how often, but -- and I don't know -- they do

different wells at different frequencies, but they

do independent sampling as well.

MR. HOVLAND: Now, there is sampling at

the production wells for drinking water.

MR. JENSEN: Right. Right. EG i G

does that for the drinking water.

NS. GREEN: Well, we've had lots of

questions during the presentation. Since Nolan has

completed his presentation, that brings us to the

general question and answer session on perched

water.

Does anybody have any other questions?
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Yes, sir.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: It seems odd that

you fragment the waste on top of the surface with

the wastes that will eventually percolate Into the

aquifer. In other words, you're not saying that

there are dangerous wastes tied up in the rock and

sediment all the way down to the aquifer. What

you're saying is that by the ground acting as a

filter for these dangerous contaminants, that the

water below this level will be okay to drink; is

that correct?

MR. GORDON: Well, that is correct, yeah.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, in other words,

if the contaminants are st111 there at a high

level, but just tied up in the land, so, as far

we know, if there's no major disruption of the

land, then they're tied up nicely and being stored

for us?

MR. GORDON: Right. And they're

detained.

as

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And how long would

the decay process take before they'd be safe for

somebody to bring a core up?

MR. GORDON: I didn't do that

calculation, but several of the key contaminants
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have very short half-lives. In the near term, you

know, over the next few years and probably until

somewhere around the year 2050, somewhere in that

range, the risk actually is driven by tritium,

which has a 12-and-a-half-year half-life. Then

that drops off, and the risk turns out to be driven

later by cobalt-60, which has a five-year

half-life.

So, the risk is dropping off very

quickly.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, but that's

sort of what we know to be the risk today from

exposure. In other words, exposure levels are not

cast in concrete either. You know, we found that

sometimes when risks were thought to be only for

eight to ten years, to show evidence of -- of

exposure, actually, after 30 to 40 years, there's

significant numbers of people showing effects.

So, In other words, those have to be

recalculated at times. Those are sort of unknown.

So, I wonder about the wisdom of letting the model

really let uS feel peaceful about, you know, about

some of the residents owning that property.

MR. GORDON: Well, I agree with some of

what you're saying; but I think that the
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carcinogenic risk from radionuclides is something

that we really do know quite a bit about. EPA

regards them as "A" carcinogens with no

threshold. I think that actually, radionuclides

are some of the carcinogens that we know the moat

about.

MR. JENSEN: Also, another point, like

Joe said, when we come up -- let me start over.

The model -- all the model did was predict

concentrations. That's the only purpose.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: At the end.

MR. JENSEN: Right. And then, as far as

how toxic those contaminants are, those come out of

EPA's literature. So, the model didn't do any

calculations on that•. Those were out of EPA

standards.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, the exposure is

after the land has acted as a filter to collect the

contaminants?

MR. JENSEN: Right.

MS. GREEN: Chuck?

MR. BROSCIOUS: Well, with the continued

use of the -- at least the Advanced Test Reactor

and the cold waste ponds and what other -- what

other unlined disposal sites that you have to the
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tune of something like 33 million gallons a year,

that's going to continue to drive contaminants down

through the -- through the interbeds just by virtue

of the fact that the water, in its movement, is

going to carry some of those contaminants with it.

MR. GORDON: Well --

MR. JENSEN: I was just going to say,

right now, the pond that is putting the most water

into the system is the cold waste pond. And --

MR. BROSCIOUS: Well, they're right side

by side. They're both contributing to the perched

water regardless. And you're adding water to that.

And, you know, by virtue of the fact that that

water is migrating down toward the aquifer, it's

going to continue to take material and contaminants

with it.

MR. JENSEN: I guess I would defer to

Peter, but I think the key mechanism that's driving

the risk here actually is water going through the

warm waste pond. And when you're discharging water

to the cold waste pond, that -- that inventory is

not coming into contact with the warm waste pond or

the shallow perched zone below the warm waste pond.

I don't know if Peter -- do you have

anything you want to add to that?
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MR. SINTON: That's basically what's

going on.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Let me read this one

that came in on a note card. It's similar to what

we talked about earlier.

And the question is, Under what operable

unit or units are the sediments in the shallow

perched water being evaluated for each of the four

waste ponds and the retention basin and the Test

Reactor -- at the Test Reactor Area, and when are

they scheduled?

Oh, good, you gave me this. All right.

This is the interagency agreement.

Let's see, the warm waste pond, as you

know, we evaluated that last year and determined

that that did need to be cleaned up. So, that

one's already been evaluated. The cold waste

pond --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me, in the

warm waste pond, my understanding was that it was

qn interim action.

MR. JENSEN: Right.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; And you told us, at

that time, that no plans had been made to deal with

those sediments.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 10:56:49 1992 Page 292



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

57

MR. HOVLAND: Excuse me, what was the

last part of the statement there?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: My understanding in

that interim action is that the sediment under the

liner, if the liner had not been breached, would

not be looked at.

MS. GREEN: There's some confusion here.

The warm waste pond doesn't have the liner. This

is the project we brought out about a year ago

today for public community.

MR. JENSEN: And what you may be talking

about --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, there's

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Let me -- there are

two -- there are two warm waste ponds, actually.

One of them isn't built yet. One of them is just

being constructed, and it will be constructed with

a liner and with leak detection and all that stuff.

The new warm waste pond will be

constructed this year to replace the old one. The

old one is the one that we've already determined

poses an unacceptable risk and needs to be cleaned

up.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Just which operable

unit is it7
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MR. JENSEN: That's two dash ten.

Okay. Now, the cold waste plan is two

dash nine. And that is also -- two dash nine is

the cold waste pond and the sewage lagoon. And

that one is also undergoing evaluation right now, a

preliminary one, a preliminary evaluation.

They'll be relooked at again, also, in

the -- In the WAG-wide Comprehensive plan. But

we're taking samples of those this summer.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, when -- when --

on two dash ten, when can we expect to hear

something about that?

MR. JENSEN: As far as public comment?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right.

MR. JENSEN: That was last year.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And we won't ever

hear about it again?

MR. JENSEN! Well, what will have to

happen on that one, since it was an interim action,

again from the comprehensive WAG-wide RI/FS, that

will have to be looked at from that standpoint

again.

Go ahead, Dean. Talk to them.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: The reason I'm

asking this question is because we sit in these
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technical briefings, and it's very hard for us to

keep track of this. And I realize it takes time,

but if you could just keep telling us when we can

expect to, see these pop up again, it helps us to

conceptualize how these pieces fit together.

mR. NYGARD: I was giving hand signals to

Dave, but I'll just go ahead and answer the

question myself. Just -- I think what you're

asking is what's the statue on the warm waste pond

since the last time we were out for public comment

on this.

The record of decision was signed on that

by the three agencies, and the warm waste pond

sediments will be remediated in accordance with

that record of decision that was signed back in

December.

The status right now is that we are in

remedial design, and there are it's in a --

actually developing pilot -- doing some pilot test

studies to determine how to extract the

contaminants from that sediment to achieve the

clean-up levels.

So, we're still -- we're still working on

that project. If you'd like some more Information

on that, we can certainly give some more detail.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Does that -- I'm

just trying to get back to this. Does that include

the sediments in the shallow perched water table?

4 MR. JENSEN: That did not.

5 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Where will that be

6 dealt with?

7 MR. JENSEN; The only place for that,

8 that I can think of, is in the comprehensive one.

Because that interim action focused on the upper

10 two feet of sediments.

11 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: So, for the -- to

12 make sure r understand thin, for the warm waste

13 pond, it was not handled in two dash ten, is that

14 the sediments in the shallow perched pond -- that's

15 all I'm asking about -- will be handled in two

16 thirteen?

17 MS. GREEN: Can we -- Reuel, can you put

16 up that layer cake slide so we can specifically

19 make sure we've answered your question.

20 MR. HOVLAND: Actually, Lynn, I wonder if

21 you're -- is the question the sediments in this

22 interim action for the warm waste pond and the deep

23 perched sediments --

24 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. No.

25 MR. HOVLAND: -- will all be -- it's not
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where those will be handled or reevaluated?

Because basically, those are --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I got the answer on

the deep perched pond. My question now -- Mary's

right. It was very confusing at the technical

briefing. There are four waste ponds and one

retention basin. They each have a shallow perched

water zone, correct?

MR. JENSEN: Or have had.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. I as

concerned about the sediments in those shallow

perched water zones, or what used to be,. and under

which operable units for each of those five areas

will those be considered?

HR. JENSEN: You're talking from here

down?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. I don't want

to talk from there down. Right there.

MR. JENSEN: Right there?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Right there.

MR. JENSEN: Right.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: For each of those,

which operable unit are they being considered

under?

HR. JENSEN: It would have to be
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thirteen, the comprehensive. Does that make sense?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSONi That just conflicts

with the information we got last week. And that's

why I'm concerned. Because last week was -- we

thought we were told that the shallow perched sone

Would be dealt with the pond above it under those

operable units.

I'm just saying that -- you know, I'm

trying to get clarification. And that's why we're

taking so much time, is we're trying to figure out

where these are going to be dealt with.

MR. NYGARDs Okay. I think I remember

some of that discussion. And there was a lot of

confusion when people were talking about the

shallow perched, what was being said. Were we

talking about shallow perched sediments, or were we

talking about parched water?

And my recollection, from the way I heard

it, since I was in that room and --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: You should have

been in our room.

MR. NYGARD: Well, I was in Idaho Falls

for several meetings. But anyway, there was some

confusion there. And I think what we were talking

about -- we talked about the shallow perched --
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since we've been talking about this amongst

ourselves for so long, we immediately think water.

And that's what we were talking about.

As far as the shallow perched sediment

goes, that is in the issue for the comprehensive

RI, the remedial investigation. That is how it is.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

MR. NYGARD: Does that clarify it?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Right.

MR. NYGARD: Clear as a bell? Okay.

That's all there is to it.

MR. JENSEN: Does that answer this

question adequately?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: well, as long as

the record shows what Dean just said and that

corresponds to what actually happened, that's an

adequate answer.

MR. NYGARD: I think the record does. It

does now.

MR. JENSEN: And you will remind us.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, we will.

MS. GREEN: We will remind ourselves,

too, Nolan.

MR. JENSEN: Right.

MS. GREEN: Any other questions before --
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yes, Chuck?

MR. BROSCIOUS: Could you tell me what

the State budget request for both the oversight

program and DEQ's work at INEL is for fiscal year

'93?

MR. NYGARD: For '93? We're requesting

for DEQ -- let's see, one point eight.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Oversight?

MR. NYGARD: I don't know oversight.

MS. GREEN: Any other questions about

the --

MR. BROSCIOUS: Can you find out?

MR. NYGARD: I can.

MR. BROSCIOUS: How about EPA?

MR. NYGARD: I don't know.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Can you find out?

MR. NYGARD: Linda Meyer can address that

question for EPA with respect to their budget. I

don't know that myself.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any other

questions specifically about the perched water?

Yes, sir?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I have a question.

Does the site occur on the flood plain of the Big

Lost River, and what was the assessment of the risk
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for flood from the Big Lost River?

MR. SINTON: It's not on the flood plain.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON? It's not?

MR. SINTON: No.

KR. JENSEN: Not on the hundred year --

MR. SINTON: It's not the PMP, which is

the probable maximum.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What are those

sediments if they're not flood sediments?

MR. SINTON: I'M not exactly sure what

the age of those sediments are. Now, they may

actually be sediments of the Big Lost River; but

today, it is not on the flood plain of the Big Lost

River.

And if I need to clarify that with a

geologist who can give us more information about

the history, the historical geology of the area

about where the Big Lost River was, I can do that

for you.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Is it not also true

that at the time of the Challis earthquake, that

the ground --

THE REPORTER: I can't hear him.

Ms. GREEN: The court reporter is having

difficulty understanding you. Could you come
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forward a bit, please.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I say, in addition

and In response to this, Is it not also true that

at the time of the Challis earthquake that the

ground in the basin above the INEL, the deep water

and the waters -- flood waters from that period,

which was only ten years ago, were lapping at the

doorstep of the RWMC7

MS. GREEN: I

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: It's hard to say

that's only a 100-year flood plain, if that's

what's going on.

MS. GREEN: I am not aware of any flood

on or near the INEL in the time frame of the

Challis earthquake.

Reuel, are you --

MR. SMITH: I don't know that either.

MS. GREEN: Well, he was stating they

were at the RWMC; and I certainly don't know of any

at --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: At the spreading

area just outside of the RWMC, there was evidence

that there was water there in the last ten years.

MS. GREEN: That Is true. The water was

not from -- resulting from the earthquake as much
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as it was, to my understanding, just rel  into

the river and wet years, basically.

MR. NYGARD: It was a rapid snow melt.

MR. PIGOTT: I did the bridge

inspections, the building inspections --

THE REPORTER: I didn't hear what he

said.

MS. GREEN: Here's the microphone.

MR. PIGOTT: I did the bridge

inspections and the building inspections the day

after the earthquake. The river, at that time, was

completely dry because I walked underneath the

bridge, and there wasn't any water in the river

coming into the I/1EL.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah, but what

happens for the next six months afterwards as the

ground -- I mean, there's a road sign up in the

Challis River Basin where they talk about that the

flow of the groundwater out of those springs and

the flow of the river increased -- I don't know if

it was ten-fold or something like that -- within

the six months after the earthquake.

MR. PIGOTT: That never got down to

the INEL.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Well, the water or
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something that was in the spreading area then.

MR. PIGOTT: The water -- a lot of

that water gets diverted for irrigation. It never

even gets to INEL.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Where does the

water come from then?

MS. GREEN: Bill -- yeah, I think we need

to -- if you could please speak a little bit

slower, sir, so that the court reporter could get

your question, she'd appreciate it, and we'd

appreciate it.

The water that entered the spreading

areas in the 1983 time frame -- I believe that's

what we're talking about, because that's when I

first moved there -- was there through the flow of

the Big Lost River and was diverted Into the

spreading areas.

It was, to my knowledge, never classified

as any flood. So, I'm not sure --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON! Well, my comment

is, then, the report here needs to show that --

what the situation of these ponds are in relation

to the flood plain of the Big Lost River, and what

the situation is in terms of additional surface

waters that may or may not encroach upon the INEL
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in a reasonable amount of time, which it does not

show in the report because I have just been reading

it.

KS. GREEN: Any other questions, specific

questions, about the TRA Perched Water System

baler' we begin the formal comment period?

(No response made.)

MS. GREEN: Okay. If there are no more

questions, this is the time when -- time that's

been provided for oral comments on the perched

water proposed plan.

How to make comments, if you have brought

prepared statements here tonight which you'd like

to have included in the meeting record and

responded to in the responsiveness summary, you may

either read them during the verbal comment segment

of the meeting or simply give the prepared

statement to Reuel Smith, if you have it written

down; and he will enter It into the record.

Do we have the tape recorder here

tonight, Reuel?

MR. SMITH: Yes

MS. GREEN: There's also a tape recorder

at the back of the room. If you would rather not

provide your oral comments in front of the
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audience, you can use that, if you wish.

If you choose not to do so, not to

provide oral comments at this meeting, but you

still wish to provide comments in writing, the

address where to send those written comments is on

the back side of the agenda.

In addition, there are comment forms at

the back table specifically for the perched water

study. You're welcome to fill out a form tonight

and either leave it with Reuel or send it to us.

I'll remind you that written and verbal

comments are given equal consideration, and the

comment period for each of these -- for this

project and the other two, also, rune through

August 5th, 1992.

What happens to your comments after

you've made them? After the comment period has

ended, DOE prepares a summary of the oral and

written comments received on each of the proposed

plans. And then the three agencies, DOE, EPA and

the State, get together and evaluate those comments

for their -- for addressing the recommendation and

then respond to the comments that are relevant to

each topic in a document called the responsiveness

summary.
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That responsiveness summary is then made

available -- it's made part of the record of

decision for the project, and it's made available

to anyone who has signed the attendance register at

the back of the room and to anyone who provides

written comments along with a return addrasa.

The -- we'd like to provide everybody who

wishes to make an oral comment with five minutes to

do so to ensure that everyone who would like to has

time to do so.

At the start of your comment, would you

please state your name and spell your name for the

court reporter for the record prior to giving your

comment?

Reuel, has anybody signed up to make oral

comments?

MR. SMITH: Four people have.

MS. GREEN: Four people have?

MR. SMITH: And possibly more You might

indicate that it wasn't necessary -- it wasn't

necessary to sign up at the reception table.

MS. GREEN; Right. If you change your

mind and have not -- and would like to make oral

comments at the completion of the people who have

signed up, there will be an opportunity to do so.
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I'd like to ask the court reporter, are

We at a place where -- we don't want to have to

stop in the middle of somebody's comment to change

the tape. Now -- how are you as far as that status

goes?

THE REPORTER: Can I check the tape?

MS. GREEN: Would you please?

THE REPORTER: I'll just change it now.

MS. GREEN: Okay. We're ready to start

the formal oral comment session for the Perched

Water at the Test Reactor Area. I guess I'd like

to ask for a show at hands for those who plan to

provide oral comments.

Anybody who would like to volunteer to go

first?

MS. MINEUR: My name is Lynn Mineur,

M-I-N-E-U-R. I have comments on the following

proposed clean up plans at the INEL: the Perched

Water System beneath the Test Reactor Area,

submitted by the League of Women voters of Moscow,

June 23rd, 1992.

The League of Women Voters of Moscow is

pleased to be able to present these comments in

person at a public meeting in Northern Idaho. The

League is reassured about our government's
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recognition of the public's right to the

opportunity to participate in the clean up process

regardless of whether the public chooses to

exercise that right in any given time.

The League continues to request language

In the INEL Community Relations Plan that will

guarantee that at least one public meeting on each

clean up project be held in the northern part of

the state.

On the Perched Water System beneath the

Test Reactor Area, the League has grave

reservations about the proposed decision to allow

the contaminated sediments in the deep water

perched pond to remain there.

A risk assessment based on mean

concentrations of contaminants is in danger of

understating the risk. This is of special

significance when the decision is to take no

action.

The League requests that the risk

assessment be repeated based on a model that

considers the highest concentration before a no

action alternative be found acceptable.

The League requests written

Identification of the specific operable units under
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which each of the five ponds and basins listed as

sources of the shallow water perched system will be

evaluated. This information was not provided in

4 the June 26th, 1992 Dear Citizen letter.

5 The League also requests written

6 assurance that the sediments in the shallow Perched

7 Water System will be included in the RI/FS studies

8 for each of these operable units.

9 I'd like to point out that those comments

10 were based on that confusion that came from the

11 technical briefing, and it does illustrate the

12 kinds of problems we run into when we meet in a

13 room up here and deal with people over the

i4 telephone in Idaho Falls. Having said that, we

15 prefer to have the opportunity to have that kind of

16 technical briefing than to have no opportunity at

17 all.

18 The League objects to the continued use

19 of the warm waste pond and the cold waste pond in

20 light of the decision to allow the contaminants in

21 the deep perched pond to remain as a source of

22 contamination to the Snake River Aquifer.

23 The League went on, and all of our

24 comments are in one document; so, I'll submit that

25 at the end, if I may.
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MS. GREEN: Thank you.

Lynn, can the court reporter be provided

a copy of what you read from, so she can verify it?

MS. MINEUR: Yes. I just have the other

5 two that I will read comments on.

6 MS. GREEN: Okay. Thank you.

7 MS. McREYNOLDS: My name is Mary

6 McReynolds. I don't have anything written out. I

9 have several concerns about this no action. The

10 first of which is that this particular system --

11 and it is a system -- starting with the top

12 sediment of the warm waste pond on down to the

13 aquifer that's been divided into four separate

14 operable units. Somehow it's a divide and conquer

15 that doesn't take into account that this is a

16 dynamic system and from one level will go to the

17 next.

18 And when we're talking about dealing with

19 related systems, we are not talking about dealing

20 with three basically no related no action systems.

21 We're talking about dealing with operable unit ten,

22 with operable unit twelve, with operable unit

23 thirteen and the entire aquifer as one full system.

24 They are all interrelated. What happens to One

25 will affect the other from the top down.
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I have problem■ with continued use of the

warm waste pond until 1993, and you're basing a no

3 action where you don't know what's going to happen

4 in 1993, as well as the main driver for the perched

5 fluid system, being the cold water waste pond,

6 which will be an operation which provides 85

7 percent of the water to the deep zone until the

8 year 2007 and being completely decommissioned in

9 2017. I find this rather confusing that you would

10 choose to put a no action when the whole system is

11 still in operation. You don't know.

12 I have problems with the use of mean

13 concentrations as opposed to range concentrations.

14 Again, this may understate the problem. I believe

15 that you should be using the highest concentration

16 level for what you are doing. And 1 don't know why

17 we were provided with the mean for this particular

18 aquifer unit when you go on to the motor pool, and

19 you give us range as well as giving us range in the

20 Auxiliary Reactor Area. And so -- and I didn't

21 have time to go to the administrative records and

22 look it up, but I believe that those things should

23 be given to us; and I think that it should be based

24 on the high end.

25 I have problems with the idea of the

SEC
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contaminants. Somehow it was explained to us that

the contaminants that are going to be held in the

subsurface level are going to be stabilized there;

and that they're going to be okay there until such

time as -- that you weren't really planning, it

didn't sound like at this time until we brought it

up in operable unit thirteen, to deal with these

sediments from shallow waste and the deep perched

-- or the shallow perched and the deep perched --

that they're going to be held there with, at this

point in time, nothing being done with it. Your

own research for pit nine on the types of natural

plants that grow in the area show that they have

root systems that extend down anywhere from ten to

twenty feet, which means that they can be brought

up.

The research for that project also shows,

biologically, there are animals in the area that

eat these things. I have real problems with this

being left there for that time frame. All of your

concepts are based upon a perfect system. You do

not take into account floods that I can see,

earthquakes -- and this does lie along the fault

line -- all of those things that are reality that

actually could happen are not being taken into
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consideration. Life does not run on a perfect

system.

We only know the concentrations for

contaminants for the warm waste pond. We don't

know them for any of the -- there are more than ten

other sites there, not just ones that you listed,

that contribute to the perched zone. We don't know

the contaminants in those.

Okay. That question was answered. So,

my feeling is, at this point, that we're being a

little precipitous in trying to put through a no

action while, one, the warm waste pond and the cold

waste pond are still being used. I don't see how

you can base any final decisions or assessments

when they're still being used. I don't see how you

can separate out the systems.

So, I hope that you'd have -- if you're

going to do this, that I would wish that they would

be reopened when you do, the whole operable unit

thirteen of the systems, you look at as a whole.

They're not separate; and that hopefully, the water

will be exhumed and the contaminants will be

exhumed at that time.

I would like a list of all contaminants

made public, not just those that are a concern.
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You get a bunch of things that are under one

percent, and these can come up to 20 percent real

quick. And they have an accumulated risk together.

And as my final statement, I would like,

at this time, because all of these things -- not

just this particular operable unit, but operable

units covering an entire INEL area -- are all

contributing to contamination in the Snake River

Aquifer. I feel that it is time that we move up

WAG 10 to the forefront so that when we're looking

at each of these separate things that are

Contributing to contamination to the aquifer, we

can know exactly how much this area is contributing

to the overall aquifer. And we can decide, at that

time, whether or not that it's true that we should

be, indeed, cleaning this up or whether we can

leave it safely.

That's all.

HS. GREEN: Okay. Any volunteers for

oral comments.

MR. BROSCIOUS: My friends know that

sometimes a little comic relief is helpful for me

to keep from getting too caught up in things. This

is a cartoon that they sent. Thank you, Lynn.

The person that did this has a lot of
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1 extra time, in the tune of a couple of days, and

2 I'm willing to go into the administrative record

3 and go through the sampling data. You'll find some

4 interesting information, but it's not very readily

5 apparent which is which.

6 This particular data was -- has been

7 turned into English so you can at least understand

8 it, but this is sampling data underneath the test

reactor that --

10 KR. HOVLAND: I have a question for

11 clarification. When you say groundwater samples,

12 is it shallow perched, deep perched; or is it

13 distinguished there?

14 HR. BROSCIOUS: The data sheet didn't

15 specify.

16 MR. HOVLAND: Okay. So, it could be the

17 shallow or the deep perched?

18 MR. BROSCIOUS: It might be either one.

19 MR. HOVLAND: Or it -- and would it be

20 the Snake River Plain Aquifer, too?

21 MR. BROSCIOUS: It could be either of the

22 three.

23 MR. HOVLAND: Okay.

24 MR. BROSCIOUS: What's listed on here is

25 the -- the radionuclides, the concentration levels;
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and in this column, is what little information I

was able to glean out of the Environmental

Protection Agency concerning the current 1976

drinking water limit for contaminants.

The far column here is the number of

times over the EPA limits that this concentration

level represents. For -- and aside, it would be

interesting -- it might be interesting for you to

know that the drinking water limit is -- new

drinking water standards have been drafted, and the

plan is to promulgate these new standards.

The most Significant part of it is that

the limits are being raised, not lowered. For

instance, cobalt-60, which is currently at a

hundred picocuries per litter, is being raised to

218 picocuries per liter. For chromium-51, which

is currently at 6,000, is being raised to 38,000.

Basically, My interpretation of that is

it's related to the Reagan/Bush administration over

the past twelve years to raise these limits because

the single largest polluter with respect to

radionuclides is the federal government. And it's

in their interest to raise these limits to minimize

the impact on them to clean up many of their site*.

And there's a significant conflict of interest with
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the polluters setting the standards.

In 1987, the EPA attempted to promulgate

new standards; and they were sued by the Natural

4 Resources Defense Council, and the courts threw

5 those standards out because they were not

6 protected -- they would not protect human health,

7 the standards that the EPA was trying to

8 promulgate. And, hopefully, sone public interest

group will have the resources to be able to

10 challenge these new standards.

11 In this column over here, you can see

12 some pretty big numbers: 122,000 over the limit;

13 105,000 over the limit. In terms of half-lives,

14 many of these have really long half-lives. The

15 cobalt doesn't have such a long one. It's about

16 here. Cesium has 30 years. Americium-241 down

17 here has 432 years for a half-life. And that's

18 only its half-life. That doesn't mean that after

19 423 years -- or 32 years, that it's not going to be

20 toxic or dangerous.

21 Strontium-90 down here at the bottom, if

22 you can see it, has a half-life of 28 years.

23 Tritium has 12 years, plutonium-239 has 24,000

24 years. Europium-152 is 4,700 years. Europium-154

25 is 5,800 years. And europium-I55 is 621 years.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

#T414
P-07

Mon Nov 23 11:11:16 1992 Page 318



TM-00303 (5)

1

i

3

4

83

Down at the bottom. if you add these

curie concentrations up, you get over 4 million

picocuries per liter. This is underneath the Test

Reactor Area. This is what they want to walk away

5 from. And this is the information that you're not

6 getting from DOE, from the State or from EPA. You

7 won't find that in any of the mailings or the Dear

8 Citizen letters.

9 The issue has been brought up about the

10 relative impact of other sites around the INEL that

LI are contributing. And the fact that they're

12 looking in narrowly at only these individual waste

13 areas -- or operable units, not even -- they're not

14 even doing the whole waste area groups. So, I

15 think it's -- it's rather interesting to nee

16 here -- this is, again, DOE data in terms of

17 sitewide what's been released.

18 The solid discharge to the environment

19 1952 to 1901 solid, this is radioactive waste

20 that's just been buried in underlying ditches.

21 It's not in any kind of a monitored retrievable

22 storage, eight million curies over.

23 The low-level liquid waste, which

24 "low-level" doesn't mean that it's not risky, it's

25 just a category, fifty-four curies. These are full
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curies. These aren't picocuries. Airborne

releases, 52 to 89, over 13 million.

Now, these other categories down here,

this is in storage. Solid waste, 74 million; high

level liquid waste, this is primarily what's in the

high-level liquid waste tanks. That', how much has

been generated, 371 million. calcine, this is

what's in the calcine bin, 64 million.

Down at the bottom, is a total of all the

radioactive waste that's been generated down there,

either in storage or has been disposed, 531

million. And there's a note at the bottom,

suggests that it's -- that doesn't include spent

fuel that's in storage down there. If it included

the spent fuel, it would be many times over that.

MS. GREEN: Excuse me, Chuck. We've gone

about eight or nine minutes into the five-minute

commentary. Are you about to rap it up? If so,

I'll let you finish up. If not, I'd like to ask

that you provide the remaining --

MR. BRoscioUS: I forgot to tell you, my

name is Chuck Droscious, D-R-O-S-C-I-O-U-S,

executive director for the Environmental Defense

Institute. And you, too, can have a copy of our

comments.
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MS. GREEN: For purposes of

clarification, the first table that you had up

there, the list of radionnalidoe and

concentrations, do you have specific reference for

that so that we can look --

MR. BROSCIOUSI Hight there at the top.

MR. HOVLAND: is that in your handout?

MR. 8nosciooS: [Kr. Sroscious nods

head.)

MS. CREEK: And the second table, for

purposes of clarification, does relate to the

entire 'NEL?

KR. BROSCIOUS: Right,

MS. GREEN: Thank you,

MR. BROECIOUS: The position that the

Environmental Defense Inetitute has taken is that

the no action alternative is totally unacceptable;

that the -. at this present time, the contamination

in either the shallow or the deep perched zones is

acceptable. It can ho pumped and treated.

The thing J., is that if that

contaminated wastewater is exhumed, pumped back cut

to the surface and treated, it's not going to

migrate and furthor contaminate the aquifer. The

collective total comprehensive contribution to the
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aquifer is substantial. And any additional

Contamination that can be remediated and simply can

be remediated, must be done.

MS. GREEN: Did we have another person

5 signed up? Yee, ma'am? Would you like to come to

6 the microphone or take the microphone wherever

7 you'd like to --

8 MS. REGELIN: Actually, I'm two people

9 tonight. The first one I'd like to do is read a

10 Statement from two friends of mine who could not be

11 here. And their names are Patricia and Donald

12 Scott, S-C-0-T-T. And I will give you this.

13 And their statement is, We do not feel

14 that no remedial action is the proper solution for

15 dealing with the contamination in the Perched Water

16 System beneath the Test Reactor Area, the Motor

17 Pool Pond at the Central Facilities Area and the

18 Chemical Evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary Reactor

19 Area.

20 Dividing INEL into so many waste area

21 groups, and these into operable units, may make It

22 easier to manage the Investigations; but this

23 fragmentation does not provide us with a total

24 picture. As in all of the, quote, below-risk

25 factors, and quote, of all of the operable units of
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all of the waste area groups together, might result

2 in a level which should demand remedial action.

3 It seems very important to have a preliminary risk

4 assessment of the whole area in order to come up

5 with valid solutions.

6 We wonder about the wisdom of averaging

7 the concentrations of contaminants found in

8 different areas. Using the highest concentrations

9 would change the picture drastically. Revisions in

10 what is considered safe concentrations for these

11 contaminants have always been downward instead of

upward, and it makes more sense to err on the

13 conservative side if we cannot be sure just what is

14 safe.

15 Finally, what are, quote, safe

16 concentrations, end quote, for all of the

17 populations. flora and fauna, found in the INEL

18 area? We do not believe that the safe

19 concentration level for the harvester ant, for

20 example, is known; yet the conclusion is made that

21 no harm will occur to humane or the environment.

22 no we even know how many species are in the

23 environment?

24 Then for myself, I'm Louise Regelin. I'm

25 a local attorney. I'm a member of League of Women
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Voters, and I'm state president of the Idaho

American Association of University Women. And as

such, I work with and deal with my branches that

are all over the state, including branches in

Burley, Rupert, Twin Falls, Pocatello and Idaho

Falls. And a number of my people are quite

concerned about this, as I am.

First off, I want to say thank you for

this opportunity. We do appreciate being able to

have our input because many of us do express

statewide interest as opposed to, quote, parochial

interests. And my comments are really a

continuation as were expressed at the last

opportunity that we had in Moscow via speaker

phone.

And I want to raise those same three

issues because I still don't believe they've been

adequately addressed. One of them has already been

raised; and that is the fact that, for a lot of us,

we find that a decision for no action is not an

acceptable solution.

My first point that I raised, again,

earlier and I want to raise again because I feel

it has not been addressed -- is what options were

considered? We've never been made privy to that
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information. What did they cost? Why were they

rejected? And are those all the options?

I remember reading a book called The

4 Third Alternative, and that is that we need to

5 continually seek to find new and innovative

6 solutions. why were the options that were chosen,

7 chosen? And in this case, the option of no action

8 is, I believe, not well supported. Why were other

9 solutions rejected? I don't believe that

10 information has been provided. And what factor

11 and/or element was regarded as the decisive factor?

12 The second one is what is the role of

13 this partial solution as a -- or choice, whichever

14 you want to call it -- in this total picture? what

15 is the cumulative effect or result of the fact of,

16 in effect, no action being taken? And I think a

17 number of other speakers have addressed that issue

18 very well. And that delaying is not going to

19 improve the situation.

20 We need progress. Costs will only

21 increase, if we want to look at the picture of

22 dollars. We are going to have to clean these

23 things up. The problems will more likely be

24 exacerbated, as an example, the perched water table

25 situation. The water will continue, through
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gravity and various other things, to migrate

further from the surface; and the risk levels will

rise. And, of course, the cost.

4 The third one is why do we, as citizens,

5 not have the right to be involved and informed at

6 all levels during these procedures? Because we can

7 like it or not, but we're all part of the Snake

8 River system, which is part of the Columbia River

9 system. And, indeed, that aquifer that we're

10 talking about down there, whether we're talking

11 about the Lost River or the Snake River, are part

12 of the same system.

13 And I think as anyone one who works, as I

14 frequently do, with future development water in

15 this part of the world and probably in the entire

16 world, will be the critical element that will

17 determine whether there will be development or no

10 development.

19 So, a cure, if you want to call It that,

20 or a complete solution can be effected in the near

21 future, meaning before the turn of the century. If

22 we wait longer than that, I'm not at all convinced

23 that a solution can be achieved. Remediated

24 action, possibly, but nothing that would be a,

25 quote. solution.
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I appreciate the fact that we are making

progress. I think having real bodies here this

time is a step in the right direction. However,

I'm afraid we're not making progress fast enough,

particularly in the efforts to take remediation.

We do need information, and Hr. Broscious

7 has just given us some specificity. And while I

9 know that numbers can be made to jump through

hoops, I do think cumulative effects are something

10 that have not been adequately addressed. So, I

11 would ask that the powers that be act now to make

12 proactive decisions rather than no active decisions

13 and to make those decisions keeping the benefit of

14 both the people of the area, not just Idaho, but

15 the whole Pacific Northwest and country and our

16 environment in mind. And the decisions that have

17 been proposed in these three situations, I don't

18 feel do that.

19 Thank you.

20 NS. GREEN: Are there any others wishing

21 to make oral comments tonight on the Perched Water

22 System?

23 (No response made.)

24 NS. GREEN: okay. With that, I'd like to

25 remind you that If you do have additional comments
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1 you'd like to make before the close of the comment

2 period on this, that you may provide additional

.3 written comments until the close of that period,

4 August 5th, 1992.

5 And if we could take approximately a

6 13-minute break between the two portions of the

7 meetings and when we resume, we will discuss the

8 CFA Motor Pool Pond and the ARA Chemical

9 Evaporation Pond.

10 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Could that just be

11 a 10-minute break because there's a lot of us that

12 want to go home, too.

13 MS. GREEN: I'll second a ten-minute

14 break.

15 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Ten minutes.

16 (Whereupon, the proceedings were in

17 recess from 8:30 p.m. to 8:45 p.m., and the

18 following proceedings were had and entered of

19 record.)

20 MS. GREEN: Reuel, I believe you have an

21 introduction to make.

22 MR. SMITH: Yes. I'd like to introduce

23 Betty Benson, local legislator from the Moscow

24 area. Is it a floaterial district or....

25 MS. HENSON: No. It's just District 5.
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MR. SMITH: And r just appreciate you

being here and wanted to recognize that.

NS. GREEN: Okay. From here on out,

we'll be talking about the motor Pool Pond and

Chemical Evaporation Pond proposed plans. And, as

I mentioned before, we combined these because

they're similar. They're both relatively small

sites. They're both pond sediments from inactive

ponds. They're no longer in use. A similar

approach was used in evaluating them. And in each

of them, we have arrived with the same proposal of

no action.

I'd like to reintroduce respective

managers of these sites for EPA and the State. On

my immediate left is Tom Stoops, who is the project

manager for the Chemical Evaporation Pond.

At your far left, is Dave Frederick, who

is the State's project manager for the Motor Pool

Pond. And at your far right is Linda Meyer, who

ie, ag'ain, representing EPA on all three plans here

tonight.

With that, Nolan, I guess I'll turn

things back over to you to present the Motor Pool

Pond. Nolan is also the project manager for DOE

for this project, also.
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These two presentations will go a little more

quickly. This one is the operable unit four dash

eleven. As you can see, it's the Motor Pool Pond

at the Central Facilities Area.

And what this focuses specifically on, as

shown at the bottom of the slide here, is

evaluating the sediments in the ponds, the

contamination in the sediment:).

Okay. This -- could you maybe -- let's

show another photograph of the pond first.

MR. SMITH: Okay.

MR. JENSEN: It's the third one down

there. Just to remind you what the pond looks

like -- that was a bad idea. Forget it.

MR. SMITH: Here it is.

MR. JENSEN: Sorry, Reuel. Okay. This

is a photograph of the Motor Pool Pond or what used

to be the pond. It's about that area right there.

And this little sign right here, just in case

you're interested, all of the Sites that will be

looked at under the agreement, the federal facility

agreement, have these little signs out there to

mark them. And that's chat that little sign is.

Okay. What is the story behind the Motor
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Pool Pond? This is the service station at the

Central Facilities Area. It's bigger than the one

you have downtown here; but essentially, it does a

lot of the same things. This is for the fleet

vehicles and the equipment that are used out at the

site. And they do maintenance, oil changes, that

sort of thing, at the service station.

This is a photograph of one of the bays

inside of the service station. What happens is, as

the operations go on in here, some of the liquids,

like grease or oil, cone off of the vehicles and go

into these grates here and go into a sump or a

vault underneath.

This next photograph is a wash bay on the

outside of the service station, and vehicles are

washed here. And the wash water goes into this

grate and, again, into a sump. After it goes into

the sump, there is a pipe connected to it. And it

comes -- this is the service station back here.

The water comes through a pipe. This is

approximately east that the pipe would come from

the station. It outflows at the back of this

ditch, runs along the ditch and then into the Motor

Pool Pond.

And, again, I spoke in present terms; but

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 11:18:31 1992 Page 331



1

2

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

96

that operation hasn't been going on since 19135.

The pond hasn't had any discharge since 1965.

MR. BROSEXOUSI Excuse me. if I were to

take your characterization of that, it would be

just like the Conoco station a half a block away up

here that just simply does routine maintenance and

that sort of thing, which is simply not the case.

That particular facility has been used to

decontaminate vehicles, as I pointed out In the

briefing. And, also, as cited here, it's been

standard operating practice to minimize the spread

of contamination from the site. Obviously,

vehicles pick contamination up as they travel

around the site. There's contamination that ends

on the top -- or wherever on the vehicles, in

addition to other vehicles that stay on the site.

And it has been used for decontamination.

Otherwise, you wouldn't have ended up with

radionuclides in the pond. And I really object to

your characterization that it's just some ordinary

shop that just simply washes vehicles, because it's

not just an ordinary shop that washes vehicles.

It's a decontamination place. Maybe not a high

level decontamination -- I'm not saying it's a hot

spot, but please be candid.
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MR. JENSEN: I was being candid.

Bill, is it used for decontamination or

just washing?

MR. PIGOTTo They pressure wash the

vehicles before they take thee in.

HR. JENSEN: Right.

MS. GREEN: I think if I can -- I think

Chuck is saying de facto decontamination. I mean,

it may not be intended to be high-level

decontamination; but, in fact, just due to the

presence of some of the radioactive contamination

in the pond, we know that it must have washed off

some contamination.

Is that a fair representation, Chuck?

MR. JENSEN: And, again, in no way do I

mean to minimize that. But I'm just trying to

explain the operations, and they are normal

maintenance operations. That's what it's there

for. However, as you will iee, it did cause

contamination.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And it hasn't been

in operation since '86?

MR. JENSEN: It was taken out of

operation in '85, the pond was. The service

station is still there.
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UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. What was done to find

out what was there, in 1989, fifty-one samples were

collected at the -- at the Motor Pool Pond.

Samples were collected at various depths from zero

to fifteen feet.

And the next slide, we'll show you the

contaminants that, in the risk assessment, were

found to be of greatest concern. And especially

the ones that are highlighted here were of

particular concern.

Okay. What was, as far as exposure --

yes?

MS. MINEUR: Could you go back

to that slide?

MR. JENSEN: Yes.

MS. MINEUR: Con you tell me --

THE REPORTER: I can't hear her.

MS. GREEN: Lynn, you need to speak

UP.

MS. MINEUR: Can you tell me what portion

of the risk the highlighted contaminants were?

MR. JENSEN: Go ahead, Dave.

MR. FREDERICK: Sure I can.

MR. JENSEN: Dave's got that right off
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the top of his head.

MR. FREDERICK: For the carcinogenic

risk, there is -- 46 percent of it is for -- from

the PCB. The beryllium is 15 percent; barium-1373,

which is a decay product of cesium-137, contributes

about 20 percent of the risk. And the

plutonium-239 contributed 2 percent.

MS. MINEUR: What was PCB? Did, you say

45 percent?

MR. FREDERICK: 46 percent.

MS. MINEUR: Thank you.

MR. BROSCIOUS: And there was no

cobalt-60 in there?

MR. JENSEN: I don't remember if it was

detected or not.

MR. STANISICH: No, not detected.

That's indicative of the fact cobalt-60 was not

detected in that pond. And that would indicate

that the contaminants were -- that the contaminants

were introduced to the pond some time ago because

cobalt-60 and cesium-134 are gamma-emitting

radionuclides with short half-lives.

MR. JENSEN: This is Nick Stanisich, by

the way. He did some of the work on this project,

a lot of the work on this project. And Nike Spry
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sitting next to him did a lot of work on this

project.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Excuse me, but the

administrative record does mention cobalt-60. It

also mentions potassium-40, lead-212, radium-226

and radium-226. I'm sorry, lead-212, radium-226.

MR. JENSEN: Are you looking -- are you

sure you're not looking at ARA, the next one? I

don't know. We'll check.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Central facility.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; I'm sure that

cobalt-60 was not detected. Potassium-40 may have

been detected, but it's a natural occurring

radionuclide. So, if it was detected, it certainly

wasn't due to any contripution from wastewater from

the CFA Motor Pool Pond.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Let's -- let's look

at now the exposure roots that were evaluated for

the Motor Pool Pond. First of all, there

were -- there were both occupational exposures

evaluated. And, again, similar to the Perched

Water System, it was evaluated what would happen if

someone moved out there and lived there in the

future.

In both cases what was evaluated were the
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impacts of breathing sediments, contact with the

skin or dermal absorption, ingestion of the soil

and the contaminant and then exposure to the

radiation, direct exposure.

So, now going directly to the results of

those calculations, as you can see here, for the

occupational scenario, which is -- right now there

are about 1200 people employed at CFA. And this --

this is just to, again, point out the fact that it

is -- INEL is a restricted access area. And the

occupational scenario was the one that was

evaluated for the current period for today.

And, as you can see, for carcinogenic

risk -- this is carcinogenic risks -- the

calculations came out to one in one million

incidents.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Excuse me, in your

table, you've got four in a million. Table two in

the Dear Citizen letter, page B-6, total worker

risk, site-specific, four in a million.

KR. JENSEN: Okay. That's the difference

between -- that's the difference between the

default and the site-specific; is that right?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: No. That is

site-specific. Default is four in 10,000.
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1

2

MR. JENSEN: Which one? Do we have a

typo? Okay. We may have a typo. We may have a

3 mistake in our proposed plan. This is out of the

4 RI report?

5 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. That is not

6 what we have.

7 MR. JENSEN: Okay. That may be a

B mistake.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Definitely is a

10 mistake.

11 MR. JENSEN: Okay. We've got an error.

12 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: That whole column

13 on carcinogenic risk A doesn't match what we have.

14 Just for the radionuclide chemicals and the

15 occupational --

16 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: These are the right

17 numbers.

18 MS. REGELIN: Where did these numbers

19 come from?

20 MR. JENSEN: Obviously, there

21 was a mistake in communications or a typographical

22 error or something. The numbers for that should

23 have come from the remedial investigation report.

24 We can show you the remedial investigation report

25 where those were summarized, and it matches up with
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this table.

MS. GREEN: Nolan, what are the

differences between what's in the plan and what's

up there?

MS. REGELIN: A lot.

MR. JENSEN: Yeah. There are a few.

Let's see, the first one -- yep. This is

it. Okay. The first one is -- let me go to the

screen here. The first one is in the plan. This

is three instead six in the plan. That one is the

same.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And look at the

ratio, please.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Three in ten

thousand instead of six in a hundred thousand.

MR. JENSEN: So, we put a number that was

too high in the proposed plan for the default

value.

MS. GREEN: Right. The numbers that are

in the proposed plan consistently -- show

consistently greater risk than what is really in

the remedial investigation report. And these are

the correct numbers.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; How do we know

that?
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1 MS. REGELIN; This is your official

2 publication to the public saying these are the

3 numbers.

MS. GREEN: I guess they -- what also

5 needs to be identified is the numbers that are in

6 this plan would not -- they're still within the

7 acceptable risk range essentially. That would not

change the proposal.. 

9 UNIDENTIFIEDPERSON: Actually, they're

10 not because the acceptable risk range was one in

11 ten thousand to one in one million. And what we

12 have here is four in ten thousand to four in a

13 million. So, they really aren't in en acceptable

14 range.

15 MR. GRosCIOUS: They're not the right

16 numbers.

17 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I know they're not

18 the right numbers but --

19 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: We didn't know

20 that.

21 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah. And nobody

22 said any different than when we went through with

23 -- because I believe when we look at the technical

24 briefing --

25 MR. JENSEN: I think in the proposed
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plan -- let's see, those are still all within -- in

both cases, all within the -- within the range.

MS. GREEN: The four in ten thousand is

the default. And the site-specific is well within

the range. And that's what the actual risk

management decision would be based on.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: But my point is

this: For instance, as an example, the first

heading under site-specific, in your printed

materials, it says three in one billion. Up there

it says seven in ten million. You have to

understand my suspicion as to -- are you lying

here? Or are you lying there? or are both of then

wrong?

MR. JENSEN: The proposed plan was

supposed to come from the RI report; and Dave

picked up one mistake, and we corrected that one.

I thought we checked it several times. So, these

are the correct numbers. And these are the ones in

the report, correct?

MR. STANISICH: These are the ones in the

report. I'll show them to you, if you'd like.

These are the numbers we calculated. They're the

same as those numbers. And it's not a matter of

Someone lying to someone else. It's a matter of a
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typographical error or a mistake in

miscommunications. If you".411 like to see these, I'd

be glad to show them to you.

Would you like copies of this?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: It would be nice.

MS. GREEN: Do we have a Xerox here that

we can go have copies made for everyone?

MR. SMITH: Do you want to talk to that

any longer?

MR. JENSEN: Not unless there are

questions.

MR. BROSCIOUS: In terms of your

contaminants of concern in rating the Oak Ridge

survey sampling, which found organics that are not

listed on your contaminants of concern, which

included the 2-butanone at levels of 190 micrograms

per kilograms -- or whatever "ug" stands for.

Trichloroethane at 25 ug; toluene, which also isn't

listed, at 32 ug per kilogram; methylene chloride,

which isn't listed, at 460 ug per kilogram; acetone

at 85 ug per kilogram; tetrachloroethylene at 76

ug; 4-methyl 2-pentanone at greater than 8,300 ug

per kilogram. At least nine of these organic

contaminants exceed EPA CRQL criteria and are not

listed here.

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 11:2426 1992 Page 342



1

2

13

4

5

6

7

8

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

107

MS. GREEN: I think Nick can respond to

that question.

MR. JENSEN: Go ahead, Nick.

MR. STANISIOH: Okay. The organic

contaminants that you're referring to, the

environmental survey did -- in approximately 1907

or '00 -- I can't recall which year -- several of

those contaminants that you listed were detected in

the pond from our sampling also. But during the

concentration toxicity screening process, they were

eliminated because they don't -- they didn't add

any additional risk. They were at such low

concentrations.

Other things like 2-butanone are commonly

found in all soil samples and are generally

disregarded. The concentrations are -- are quite

low, and they were all in the micrograms per

kilogram range, which is parts per billion.

It's not that we didn't disregard these

Chemicals, nor did we know they existed. One, our

sampling didn't confirm some of their results. And

in those instances where our sampling did confirm

their detections, it turns out that they were at

such low concentrations that they didn't add any

additional risk or any significant risk; and
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therefore, they weren't added into the risk

assessment.

MS. MEYER: Chuck, you were referring to

the CRQL, and those are quantltatlon limits. 80,

it's a method, when you analyze a sample, that's

the maximum level at which you can quantitatively

state it's actually there.

MR. STOOPS: It's part of what's required

by EPA protocol. Your lab has to be able to detect

to that level

MS. MEYER: It's a testing method.

MR. STANISICH: It's not a level that la

a contaminant clean-up level or anything like, that.

KR. BROSCIOUS: I'm not suggesting it ie.

But significant amounts of it were detected, you

know. I don't know when the Oak Ridge thing was

MR. STANISICH: '87 or '88.

MR. BROSCIOU8: It's not that old.

MR. STANISICH: No, it isn't that old.

And, like I'm saying, their sampling was designed

to take a quick look at the CFA Motor Pool Pond

sediments. I believe they took probably three or

four samples in three locations. Whereas, we did a

much more extensive investigation at 51 locations.

We must have taken -- I don't know -- 160 samples,
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something like that. That's just a guess, but

quite a few.

It's like I stated earlier, our sampling

validated some of those detections) and we agree

that there's methylene chloride and toluene in the

pond, but they were at low enough concentrations

that they don't add significant risk. Some of the

others that you described, we didn't detect.

Although, we sampled for those compound levels.

MS. MINEUR: Can you go back to the elide

that --

mike?

MR. JENSEN: Do you want to give her the

MS. M1NEUR: The question that I asked

earlier, and I'm just trying to make sure I

understood what you said, was the PCB and the

beryllium together constituted 61 percent. And in

the technical briefing, we were dealing with

much higher numbers. We were talking about

concentrations that were driving the risk

assessments to like 80, 95 percent.

I don't understand, if those two

together are just 65 percent, it seems to me that

40 percent or 35 percent of other elements is a

significant amount; and the same on the
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radionuclides. With the Barium and Plutonium, if I

wrote down the right numbers, they only constitute

22 percent. So, either I'm not understanding how

this process works; or I did write down the wrong

numbers.

MR. FREDERICK: Okay. Can you hear me

all right? Everybody hear me okay? The two are

summed, for starters. What I -- the numbers I gave

you were to address total carcinogenic risk. So,

if you had 61 percent free the chemicals and 22

percent from the radionuclides, that would leave

you with 83 percent. And going over the list here,

it appears that one more radionuclide should be

highlighted. That would be americium-241, which

constitutes 15 percent of the risk.

MS. MINEUR: So, americium, alone, is

15 percent?

MR. FREDERICK: 15 percent, correct.

MS. MINEUR: Thanks. That makes

sense.

MR. FREDERICK: Does that clarify your

question all right?

MS. MINEUR: Yes. Thank you.

MR. FREDERICK: Good.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Now, do we have our
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slides?

Okay. Now, do these match the proposed

plan? Again, this is for future residential. It

was looked at in 30 years from today and at 100

years from today. And is this the 100-year number?

I'm trying to remember now. Is this the 100-year

number?

MR. STAK/SICR: 100 years, yes.

MR. JENSEN: Okay. And that's the --

that's the carcinogenic risk. This is the

noncarcinagenic risk number, and it's point seven,

which is less than the hazard index of one. So,

again, quickly, as you know, we're recommending

that no action be taken on this site either.

Okay. Any questions before we move on to

the next one?

MS. GREEN: The way the agenda is set up

is that unless there are specific questions of

clarification an this presentation, we'd like to

move on to the motor -- or to the Chemical

Evaporation Pond and then deal with general

questions on both of those before we go into the

public comment session.

MS. REGELIN: Point of information. We

discussed or was presented to us that this drainage
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used this ditch. Was any -- and we mentioned there

was 51, I believe, test sites. Was any testing

done In the ditch?

MR. JENSEN; Yee. Do you remember how

many?

MR. STANISICR; Yes, at several

locations

MS. REGEL/N: In the bottom, I hope.

MR. STANISICH: I hope so, too. NO, I

know for a fact.

MR. FREDERICK: I might like to point out

to further address your question, there's sediments

piled along the ditch that were apparently

excavated from the ditch to improve the flow of

water. And they were sampled as well.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Do you have another

one of those nice little charts that shows where

all the samples were taken?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I think there are

diagrams in the RI.

MR. JENSEN: Pull that out of there.

MR. FREDERICK: There's a map.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: And just one

question. These guys are -- all of these

contaminants are also tested against background; is
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3

4

that correct?

MR. STANISICH: Not all.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Not all? Well,

certain things like the man-made products they

5 didn't test against background; but the ones that

6 are natural occurring, you test against background

7 as wall?

8 MR. STANISICH: We Compare against

9 background to offer perspective. We don't

10 eliminate any compounds in the risk assessment

11 based on comparison to background, but to offer

12 perspective.

13 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay.

14 MR. STANISICH: For the CFA Motor Pool

IS Pond, we didn't subtract background for any of the

16 contaminants.

17 MR. JENSEN: Are you done?

18 MR. STANISICH: Yea. We didn't subtract

19 background for any of the contaminants, but we did

20 go into a lengthy discussion of background and how

21 these numbers compare to background.

22 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON; Okay.

23 MS. REGELIN: it doesn't make any

24 difference.

25 UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: You're going to

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 2311:28:42 1992 Page 349



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

15

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

COMBS

114

have to bring it over here

MR. JENSEN: This is a foldout in the RI

report that you can see in the administrative

record. It's in the back

MR. STANISICH: This is where the pipe

in. The outlet is right here. This is the

ditch, and these are the samples taken in the pond.

These are samples taken in the ditch. Now, it

doesn't look like there wore a lot of samples in

the ditch; but what we did is we took composite

samples. Took samples about every ten or twenty

meters, I'm not sure, and composited them and then

sampled that volume.. Got representation of the

entire ditch.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: The entire length

of the ditch is what?

MR. STANISICH: I want to say 550 feet,

but I'm not sure.

MS. REGELIN: My question is, Were there

51 samples and 51 sites?

MR. STANISICH: Sample locations.

MS. REGELIN: There ain't that many

red dots.

MR. STANISICH: Well, what you see

here is the numbers that are stacked vertically,
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there were samples taken at depth -- different

depths. And that's whet you're seeing here. And

then there are replicate samples in here as well.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What are all these

down here at the bottom?

MR. STANISICH: Those are the

backgrounds. That's where we took the background

samples.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: What's separating

this ditch? What's all of this topographical down

to here?

MR. STANISICR: What we've got here,

this Is an old gravel pit that was used probably to

construct this road. These are a couple of stock

piles of some -- of gravel or topsoil, perhaps; and

this is an undisturbed area back here.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Is that a roadway

that's going past there?

MR. STANISICH: Yeah, I believe so.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Where's the gravel

from?

MR. STANISICH: These piles?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Yeah.

MR. STANISICH: Well, actually -- no,

i'm looking at that wrong. Those are depressions.
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Those are where they excavated addition -- I'm

sorry, yes, they're additional barrow pits.

Okay. Anything else on this?

MR. BROSC/OUS1 Could you tell me what

the comparable toxicity between 4-methyl

2-pentanone is in comparison to the other chemicals

that you found?

MN. JENSEN: No.

MR. BROSOIOUS: Okay.

MR. JENSEN: 4-methyl --

MR. BROSCIOUS: Because -- I'm sorry, I'm

still going back to Oak Ridge. But they found

0,300 micrograms per kilogram as opposed to the

PCB's, which were at 1,407 micrograms. I'm just

curious of what the toxicity would be.

MR. STANISICH: We have a slide with that

on it. What you have to look at is -- we have a

slide that I'll show you now. But what you have to

look at in comparison is not only the toxicity, but

the concentrations too. The amount there plus the

concentration adds up. So, there's two things

involved in that.

MR. BROSCIOUS: That's what I'm

suggesting, because there's eight times the

concentration of the 4-methyl.
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MR. STANISICH: Okay. As you can see in

the screening process, we did look at 4-methyl

2-pentanone -- now, whet did you want it compared

to? PCBs, aroclor-1260; is that correct?

MS. REGELIN: I thought it was the

MR. STANISICH: Tetrachloroethlene or

trichloroethane?

MS. REGELIN: That was the butanone or

whatever it is.

MR. STANISICH: The concentration, the

maximum soil concentrations are in this column, the

milligrams per kilogram that we detected, not

enough from Oak Ridge's detections.

MR. BROSCIOUS: I can't imagine that high

of a concentration would just sort of disappear and

does for years.

MR. STANISICH: As you can see, when

the -- when the reference dose, the meant/re of

toxicity, is multiplied by the concentration, then

we come up with a number here. All those numbers

are added up to normalize. And then each one, a

percentage of contribution is listed in this

column. Not a percentage, but the ratio. And then

the percentage is listed in this column.

So, we can see when the toxicity is
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values you get. And most of them did not

contribute significantly. They were all less

than -- well, actually they're all -- really,

these are -- and I agree with you, you read about

these things in the papers. People talk about then

in terms of, Oh, they're toxic substances or

carcinogenic substances; but in the respective

concentration and toxicity compared to the other

contaminants, they turned out not to be.

MS. GREEK: For this specific site.

MR. STAMISTCH: Yeah, for this specific

site, they turned out not to be important. For

other sites, they may be important when they're

compared to other contaminants.

Ms. GREEN: If there are no other

specific questions on the CFA Motor Pool Pond

presentation, we'll go to the presentation on the

Chemical Evaporation Pond. Before we do that, I'd

like to now introduce Randy Bargelt. Randy is the

project manager for EG 6 G Idaho on this project,

and he will give a brief presentation on the

Chemical Evaporation Pond.

And then I'd like to remind you, again,

that after he's completed his presentation, there
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will be another opportunity for general questions

and answers on both of these two -- last two plans.

And then we'll go into the formal public comment

session on both the Chemical Evaporation Pond and

the Motor Pool Pond.

Randy?

MR. BARGELT: Thank you, Lisa. As Lisa

said, I'll present the presentation for operable

unit 5-10, which is Chemical Evaporation Pond,

waste area group five, which includes the Power

Burst Facility area, which we talked about four

months ago and the Auxiliary Reactor Area.

And similar to the Motor Pool Pond, we

are talking, again, about just the sediments and

the risks those pose to human health and the

environment.

Okay. This is the Auxiliary Reactor

Area-I facility here, and the -- the Auxiliary

Reactor Area is composed of four facilities. And

all those facilities around here are shut down and

not being used any more and are scheduled for what

we call

D and D, which is decontamination and

decommissioning.

Right here is the -- thia is the outer
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limit of the Chemical Evaporation Pond. And you

can see right here, there's an area that's wet.

And this picture was taken when the pond was -- was

used. And the pond was used from 1971 to 1988.

And wastewater was discharged from this building

here through a discharge pipe to the pond.

And if you notice the green area right

here, you can tell there is some vegetation that

has started to grow because it's been wet there for

quite a period of time.

This is a schematic diagram of the

picture you just saw. And housed in this building

during that time, again, from 1971 to 1988, was a

print shop, a radiological lab and a materials

testing lab. And wastewater was discharged

about -- about 300 feet through a pipe to the

Chemical Evaporation Pond. And the area here, if

you notice by the star, was the area of highest

concentration, which Is basically the same area you

saw where the vegetation was in the previous

picture. That was about 100 square feet.

This is a picture that was taken about

two weeks ago. And you'll notice vegetation is now

dying Off. And that area where the star was is

this area here. And also, an area of higher
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concentration within that was right in this area

where the discharge pipe discharged to the pond.

A picture of the pond again, which ie

right in here, stressed vegetation and the building

that housed the lab and the print shop. And this

looks very similar to the previous presentation.

During the last characterization in '90, we took

160 samples, and those samples were taken from the

surface to the top of-the basalt. And then the

maximum depth to the top of the basalt with the

alluvium, was four feet. It averaged about two

feet. So, the sediments are very thin in this

area. And we did determine the nature and extent

of the contamination within that 100 square foot

area.

Similar slide; different contaminants.

The contaminants we ware concerned with were called

out in the toxicity screening. And these are the

contaminants of concern or the risk drivers,

essentially, for the risk assessment on this

project

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Just so we can see

if we've got similar numbers because our numbers

have been different between the technical briefing

and these, what I have down under carcinogenic risk
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Is for cesium-134 and 137 to be 35 percent of the

occupational risk.

MR. BARGELT: We prepared some pie charts

after the briefing we had with you to show you

this.

MR. STANISICH: For the -- for the

occupational risk -- and this relates specifically

to direct exposure. Now, this talks about direct

exposure from radionuclides to a person who may

enter the pond. And, as you see, I'm not so sure

about what the numbers you got over the phone were.

But cobalt-60 is a big contributor. Cesium-134 is

a big contributor, and barium-I37 or cesium-137 is

also another big contributor from direct exposure.

At this point In the pond, direct radiation is the

overriding risk driver. It far outweighs all the

others.

question?

MR. BARGELT: Does that answer your

MR. STANISICH: And that's just for the

occupational scenario as it exists now.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Okay. What about,

then, the residential --

THE REPORTER: I can't hear her. I

didn't hear her question.
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MS. GREEN: Could you repeat the

question, please, for the court reporter?

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Oh, yeah. I just

wanted to know, we received some numbers during the

technical briefing about the contaminants of

concern and what percentage points they were. And

some of them related to occupational safety; some

to residential. And I wanted him to confirm these

numbers just because we've had differences in

numbers between the two.

HR. STANISICH: Okay. The period of time

is shown there, thirty years. And this is -- we

have -- we did two scenarios. Site specific and a

default that you're well aware of from looking at

that. And you can see the breakdown. And what has

happened since -- from times zero to thirty years

is that short-lived radionuclides have disappeared,

and the longer-lived radionuclides have started to

increase in their contribution to risk.

Barium-137 has a longer half-life than

cobalt-60. And you see it's increased to 40.

percent. Plutonium-239 has increased 26 percent:

uranium-234 to 13 percent. This is a fairly

long-lived gamma-emitting radionuclide. This is a

long--lived alpha-emitting radionuclide.
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And uranium-234, interestingly enough, is

a natural-occurring radionuclide. But since it was

in -- in a ratio to uranium-238 that would seem to

be above what's normal, we included it in the risk

assessment anyway; took a very cautious approach.

And as you sea, the inorganic chemicals arsenic,

chromium and others, contribute about 17 percent of

the risk total.

So, thirty year, it's -- barium-137

really pushing things along.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Thank you.

MR. STANISICH: Default is not much

different. I don't know if you want to spend too

much time on that.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Not really. And

these numbers are different than what we got

before. So, thank you.

MR. STANISICH: Telephone communications

are -- do you want to look at the hundred years, or

do you want to....

UNIDENTIFIED PERSONS You might just

throw it up there. I would like to look at it just

to -- I don't know if I'm going to jot down the

numbers, but I'll take a look.

MR. STANISICH: Okay. So, what happens

is
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here, the longer-lived radionuclides even start to

show up as being more important. plutonium-239 and

uranium-234 start to show up as being more

important just as you might expect, because they're

still there where the short-lived radionuclides; are

gone. But all this time, the risk is decreasing

also, too. So, this is like the plutonium-239 and

uranium-234 is about, what, 45 percent of the risk.

But the risk is less; so, it's 45 percent of

something that's lees.

MR. BARGELT: Risk at this point In time

la one in a million, whereas at thirty years, it's

two risks in a million, cancer cases, excuse me.

MR. BROSCIOUS: It only takes a plutonium

particle the size of a grain of pollen to get in

and cause cancer. If you happen to be there and be

digging around in that spot at some future time,

whenever, within the next 24,000 years, that will

be your death warrant.

MR. STANISICH: I'd take exception to

that statement. A particle of plutonium, of pure

plutonium, is undefined. A piece of pollen is also

undefined. If you could say how many microcuries

or millicurries or whatever, then we could address

it. But on these terms, we really can't. A
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particle is, like I say, undefined. It really

doesn't mean anything. And I think that is really

overstating the true facts because

MS. GREEN: Nick --

MR. STANISICH: -- we use standard EPA

and NCRP data to calculate these. These are

standards used in the nation around the world by --

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I guess --

MR. STANISICN: -- scientists

recognized -- recognized scientists in the field of

toxicology.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I guess what you'll

have to recognize, then, is we're the people who

have watched the people die and are still watching

them die from your little particles. We have

watched cancer deaths from radionuclides; and I

guess we come at it from a little different

perspective than saying, for us, one in a Million

wasn't good enough.

MR. STANISICH: And I can't -- I'm not an

epidemiologist, and I can't address which studies

you're referring to about deaths from cancer from

radionuclides.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: I'm using your own

statistics here. And I'm talking about what we
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have seen; what has been directly attributable.

And when you get down to that level, it doesn't

matter whether you're telling us it's one part in a

million or four parts in 10,000 million. We know

what that little particle did, that wasn't supposed

to do anything.

MR. STAN/SICK: I guess we're not saying

it didn't do anything. We are saying cancer --

incidents of cancer, not deaths. We're not talking

with immortality. If a minion people were exposed

to this small area at ARA, they would have to be

exposed -- a million people would have to be

exposed. And then there would be a chance of one

excess cancer incident in a million.

UNIDENTIFIED PERSON: Isn't it amazing

that there's so many people sitting in this room,

then, that have seen it?

MR. BROSCIOUS: DOE's own studies on

beagle dogs determine that a particle -- I'm sorry,

that's the term they used -- a particle the size of

a grain of pollen that was administered to these

dogs, every one of them died, 100-percent death.

MR. STANISICH: I can't -- I can't

address that. I have no knowledge of that study.

I know they did a lot of studies with -- with
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beagles and plutonium, but I'm not familiar with

that.

MB. GREEN: Nick, I think all we can say

is that we calculated the risk based on established

EPA guidance using established procedures and using

the values that national and international

toxicologists and radio -- radio chemists have --

have published for that use.

MR. STOOPS; One last point to make is

that the ten-to-the-sinus-four to

ten-to-the-minus-six excess incidents of cancer

range is published in the UM which is the

National Contingency Plan, which I believe was

revised in 1990. And that was submitted to the

public for comment. And it sets it out there for

approximately a year before that aspect of the rule

was promulgated.

MS. GREEN: Randy, do you want to

continue with your presentation?

MR. BARGELT: You've seen this slide

before. We took a look at the various exposure

pathways, which are inhalation, direct exposure to

ionizing radiation -- which Nick did say was the

one that we were most concerned about -- pleural

ingestion and skin contact.
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As I mentioned before, it has been closed

down. So, the amount of people that were exposed

to this on a daily basis are very few. They are

people from the Environmental Waste Relations

Department and the people that are decommissioning

the buildings that are likely to -- so, the

calculated risk here were two excess cancer cases

in 10 million. And that's currently today.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Do you want a citation on

that? The title of the report le Inhalation of

plutonium Oxide in Dogs, Pacific Northwest Ball,

Annual report, 1985. They all died.

MR. BARGELT: Future residential scenario

at 100 years. Notice the ARA facility has been

removed. The Chemical Evaporation Pond is pretty

much gone. And the excess cancer risk was one in

10 million at 100 years.

Another familiar slide showing you both

at 100 years and 30 years. The risks were within

the accepted range as put out by EPA. And for the

noncarcinogenic effects, it was .09, which is about

ten times less than what we expect to see the

adverse health effects on.

And, again, we recommend no action on

this because there is no unacceptable risk from
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this pond.

MS. GREEN: With that, I -- if we could

have any specific questions of clarification that

haven't already been asked on Randy's presentation,

and then after that, we'll open it up to just

general questions and answers on either the Chem

Pond or the Motor Pool Pond. And when there are no

longer'any questions to answer, we'll begin

receiving formal public comment on both of these

two plans.

Do we have any -- any questions on either

the Motor Pool Pond or the Chemical Evaporation

Pond that haven't already been addressed?

Yes, ma'am?

MS. SENSEN: I have a question, and it's

probably the dumbest question anybody could ask.

Tell me what perched water means. I don't know

that term.

MR. JENSEN: That was the previous

discussion we had before you came. I'll do it

really quick, okay? And then I'll talk to you

afterwards, if you'd like.

Okay. Perched water is just -- it's

water -- what happened at TRA was water went into

several ponds. As it percolates through the
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subsurface, it encounters layers that are less

permeable than the ones it's going through; and so,

It slows it down. And when it hits those layers,

it causes it to mound up or perch. So, it's

perched water.

And there are two of them. There's a

shallow one at about 50 feet and then a larger one

at 150 feet.

MS. SENSES: Can I ask another question

on that? Are there layers of water in there in the

meantime I mean, of normal natural occurring

water where this perched water is that would be

there if you didn't have perched water there?

MR. JENSEN: Okay. Only this one. This

is the Snake River Plain Aquifer. The top of the

aquifer is at 480 feet. And that's the one that's

the natural one. These are as a result of the

wastewater ponds.

MS. SESSER: Thank you.

MR. JENSEN: And this is what it looks

like down there. This is the lava rock that the

water is in -- well, it's in cracks in this rock.

MS. GREEN: Any other questions

before -- yes, Chuck?

MR. BROSCIOUS: What are the EPA --
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what's the EPA's guidance on concentration limits

in terms of picocuries per gram for cesium and

strontium -- cesium-137 and strontium-90?

MR. JENSEN; Is that the drinking water

standards?

MR. BROSCIOUS: No. It would be soil.

MR. JENSEN: I don't think there are any.

MR. STANISICH: There aren't any.

MR. JENSEN: There aren't any soil

standards at all, are there?

MS. GREEN: That's essentially what the

risk assessment is used to determine.

MR. BROSCIOUS: So, it doesn't apply to

soil? It's strictly' drinking water?

MR. JENSEN: And that's a federal

standard. And I believe -- has the State adopted

that as well?

MR. BROSCIOUS: How many grams are in a

liter?

MR. STOOPS: Grams of water in a liter of

water?

MR. BROSCIOUS: How many grams does a

liter of water weigh?

MR. STOOPS: A liter of water would

weight 1,000 grams at standard temperature and
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pressure.

MR. RROSCIOUS: And how -- well,

they -- the listing in the administrative record

has cesium-137 at 297 picocuries per gram.

NR. STOOPS: Right.

MR. BROSCIOUS: So, that's a pretty --

that's a pretty strong concentration if you compare

ground and water, even just in general --

MR. STOOPS: A picocurLe is a ten to the

minus twelve, which iR a trillion. It's a

trillionth of a gram.

NR. STANISICH: No. You're -- you're

mixing --

MR. BROSCIOUS: I realize that.

MR. STANISICH: -- activity per unit gram

to mass per unit gram.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Picocuries per gram.

MR. STANISICH: If the cesium-137

detected in the pond at 297 picocuries per gram was

translated to grams per gram, it would be 20 -- or

3.4 nanograms per kilogram or 3.4 parts per

trillion.

JR. FREDERICK: I think there's another

important consideration that needs to be made. You

cannot make a direct conclusion from a drinking
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water standard to a soil concentration because the

drinking water standard is based on two liters of

water per day. You got somebody drinking two

liters of water per day, and no one eats that much

dirt a day, at least no one that I know. So, to

Use a health-based standard, you can't make a

comparison there.

MR. BROSCIOUss I don't think it would be

hard for a kid to eat a gram -- I mean, that's a

real small amount.

MR. FREDERICK: It would take two

thousand grams of dirt to equal two liters of

water. That would be one of those big coke bottles

of dirt.

MS. GREEN: Every day.

MR. FREDERICK: Every day for 30 years.

MS. GREEN: Do we have any other

questions before we begin the session for receiving

formal oral comment on these two plans?

We'll let the court reporter change her

tape and paper out. And we'll begin the comment

session -- the formal comment session on these two

proposed plans, then, in just a minute.

(Whereupon, a short break was taken.)

MS. GREEN: This portion of the meeting
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Is designed for you to provide your oral testimony

to DOE, EPA and the State regarding the Motor Pool

Pond and Chemical Evaporation Pond proposed plans.

Again, we'll listen to your comments, but will not

respond to them tonight except to seek any

clarification that may be needed In order to

evaluate and respond to the comments. They will be

responded to in a separate responsiveness summary

for each topic.

And for the record, please state your

name and spell it prior to providing your comments.

And please identify which plan you are commenting

on. You will -- you'll be provided five minutes

for each plan that you would like to comment on.

If you're not able to put all of your

comments into the five-minute period, please

remember that you're also welcome to submit

additional comments in writing by the close of the

comment period on August 5th. And, again, written

and oral comments receive equal consideration.

Okay. I'd like to see, then, a show of

hands for those who would like to make oral

comments on these plans and ask for a volunteer.

MS. MINEUR: My name is Lynn Mineur,

M-I-N-E-U-R. Comments are submitted on behalf of

CLEARWATER REPORTING
(800) 247-2748 - LEWISTON, ID 83501

Mon Nov 23 11:45:20 1992 Page 371



TM-00304 (2)

1.36

i

'3

the League of Women Voters of Moscow.

And the Motor Pool Pond at the Central

Facilities Area, the League finds that the risk to

4 human health is too great to allow a decision of no

S action at the central facility area Motor Pool

Pond. The League finds that the model's

7 assumptions of exposure for both occupational and

residential use is to be understated. Yet, even

9 with these understated exposure rates, the risk to

10 human health is determined by the risk assessment

11 model summarized in table two of the June 26, 1992,

12 near Citizen letter exceeds one in one million

13 increased cancers in all four scenarios. The

14 League finds this health risk completely

15 unacceptable.

16 The League also finds the table presented

17 at tonight's public meeting does not substantially

18 reduce the risk in three of those four scenarios

19 and, therefore, does not alter the League's

20 position.

21 Only in those indications where the no

22 action alternative would result in a risk to human

23 health of one or less increased cancers per one

24 million people should the no action alternative be

25 considered. The League vigorously and strenuously
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objects to the no action alternative for the

Central Facilities Area Motor Pool Pond.

The League supports the option where

sediments are removed, containerized and stored in

a monitored retrievable site as required by RCRA.

The League formally requests that the

preliminary assessments of waste area group ten

begin immediately. The League finds that it is not

in the beet interest of public health to allow

toxic, hazardous and radioactive materials to

continue to contaminate the Snake River Aquifer for

at least another seven years before the cumulative

consequences of these no action decisions will

begin to be evaluated.

Continuing evaluation of the cumulative

consequences of contamination from each subsequent

no action alternative will allow for the earliest

detection of an unacceptable risk. This

information should be included in the proposed

plans for each operable unit in each waste area

group. This procedure will allow the public to

comprehend and track the cumulative risk of the

clean-up program as it progresses rather than wait

until the end as it's now scheduled.

The League objects to the fragmentation 14T4-27
P-27
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of projects into unconnected operable units as

presented in the proposed plans described in the

June 26, 1992, Dear Citizen letter. The public

wants to see how each element fits together. If a

source of contamination or portion of a facility

will be considered under a separate plan or a

separate operable unit, then these relationships

must be spelled out in detail in the information

provided to the public. It is too unwieldy for the

public to chase down such vagaries as, quote,

sediments in these ponds and the retention basin

associated with the warm waste pond, as well as

past contamination of the Snake River Aquifer, are

being further evaluated under the agreement as

separate operable units. That was the June 26,

1992 Dear Citizen at four -- excuse me, at A-4.

The appropriate operable unit and time

frame for consideration must be identified in the

text or as a note.

Our comments are respectfully submitted,

Winifred Dixon, president and Lynn Mineur, Chair at

INEL Study Group.

Thank you.

MS. GREEN! Did you -- Lynn, did you have

comments on the Chemical Evaporation Pond, also?
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MS. MINEUR: It's real short. The League

has no comments on this proposed portion of the

plan.

MS. GREEK' Did we need to -- since it's

separate, do we need to repeat her name end --

THE REPORTER: No.

MS. GREEN: Would anybody like to

volunteer to be the second commenter?

MS. McREYNOLDS: I'll go. Mary

McReynolds. Couple of comments I wanted to make

before we proceeded. When we were talking earlier

about numbers versus people, the gentleman in the

green shirt whose name tag I can't read from here,

had said that these numbers were out for public

comment and sat out there for public comment. I

would like for him to know that I've not always

been involved as heavily in INEL things as I am

presently. However, for a good many years, I have

been highly involved in the Idaho Nurse's

Association, honored by legislative committees as

well as being past district president, been on

several State committees.

One of the main concerns is listed and

our platform happens to be environmental health.

And had they been aware that this was out there for
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public comment, would have certainly alerted people

around there.

50, WS not because I wouldn't have done

it or I was -- I didn't know. So, I would suggest

that though those things ware out there, the people

were not -- the information that they were there

was not readily available to people, particularly

if an organization such as the INA would miss it.

I want to come back to the idea, again,

of you guys speak numbers. We speak people. And a

risk of two in 100,000 is not acceptable for

residents. I would like to see one in 100,000 --

or not one in one hundred -- one in one million.

You have down there for a resident

outside would have 50 days a year outside. Thin is

after a hundred years. Being a home owner who

works in the yard, I can say I spend more than 58

hour -- days a year outside in my yard. So, the

risk is driven up by that. It's not being taken

Into consideration if houses are built on this land

and those types of things have not been taken into

account.

I believe that this needs to be cleaned

up. I think you need -- I think the risk needs to

be driven down. I think you need to take the
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conservative. I think it needs to be one in one

2 million. And you guys need to clean it up,

3 containerize it and put it in retrievable storage.

I The only -- I have two comments on the

5 Auxiliary Reactor Area. One, I just didn't have

6 enough information to make any kind of a decision

7 on that whatsoever. I felt really lacking and

8 really vague in the information that we were given

because I have worked 13 out of the past 15 days --

10 and not at nuclear testing or anything having to

11 do with /NEL. I haven't had a chance to go to the

12 administrative record. So, I Can't back that up.

13 I would have liked more information.

14 The second thing I have to say is, again,

15 you guys are splitting up related operable units.

16 I want to state this again. Things are related are

17 not three separate facilities that have no action.

18 Things are related are systems who contribute to

19 one another.

20 When you are talking -- so, operable

21 units that would be related would be, This pond in

22 connected to the water. Underground is connected

23 to ail of these other things which states in your

24 summary that these things, again, will be decided

25 under separable operable units. These things are
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systens that work together. You need to treat them

as systems that work together and to come, again,

before us and have this all divided up and expect

us, not to make the connections or hope -- maybe

you hope we don't make the connections -- I find it

unexcusable.

MS. GREEN: Could I clarify -- ask for a

clarification? Your first couple of statements,

your first few statements before, you mentioned the

Chemical Evaporation Pond. Were those specifically

regarding the Motor Pool Pond?

MS. NcREYNOLDS: Yes, they were

specifically regarding the Motor Pool Pond.

MS. GREEN: Thank you.

MR. BROSCIOUS: Chuck Broscious,

B-R-O-S-C-I-0-U-S, Environmental Defense Agency.

Central Facilities Motor Pool Pond. Agency plans

to clean up the central facilities Motor Pool Pond

failed to accurately acknowledge the source of, nor

the quantities of significant radioactive

contamination in the pit.

DOE's plan states only that, quote, an

several occasions, vehicles and equipment with

small amounts of radioactive contamination were

decontaminated at the station. Concentrations of
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8.41 picocuries per liter of cesium-137,

americium-241 and plutonium-238 at 9.46 picocuries

per liter and plutonium-239 at 4.29 picocuries per

liter not adequately accounted for.

For those who are willing to read the

administrative record, EG i G documentation says

that, quote, long-lived fission products such as

cesium-137, cobalt-60 and strontium-90 may have

been added to the waste stream during

decontamination of vehicles. Citation of EG and

G-WM-9973 at thirteen. Also, potassium-40

concentrations of 8.73, lead-212 and radium-226 are

not acknowledged.

Tritium contamination under the CFA

ranges as high as 24,800 picocuries per liter,

which means additional contamination loading from

the Motor Pool Pond must not be allowed.

DOE's proposed plan also does not

accurately state the volatile organic ranges. The

Oak Ridge Survey sampling found 2-butanone at 190

micrograms per kilogram, trichloroethane at 25

micrograms per kilogram, toluene at 23 micrograms

per kilogram, methylene chloride at 460 micrograms

per kilogram, acetone at 85 micrograms per

kilogram, tetachloroethlene at 76 micrograms per
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kilogram, 4-methyl 2-pentanone at greater than

8,300 micrograms per kilogram. None of the organic

-- I'm sorry. Nine of the organic contaminants

exceed EPA CRQL criteria.

Over iNEL's history, many accidents

and intentional releases have made transport of

contaminants off the site a significant concern.

Washing all vehicles has always been a standard

operating procedure. Therefore, it's not

surprising that these contaminants end up in the

Motor Pool Pond. Clearly, the installation of

motorized washing equipment made the process

easier.

Risk calculations for worker exposure

only allow for inhalation et 5 percent and direct

contract -- and direct contact at 1 percent. This

is grossly understated due to the close proximity

of the pond to the Central Facilities Area. Roth

the State and the EPA review of the plan challenge

DOE statements that EPA risk assessment methodology

guidance was followed and point out that heavy

metals such as silver and selenium were not

acknowledged. Additionally, EPA challenges DOE's

dismissal of the soil to groundwater pathway for

contaminant migration.
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EPA also challenges the use of average

values that is inconsistent with EPA guidance

3 requiring use of a 95 percent upper level

4 confidence limit. cesium is also not included in

5 the exposure assessment nor were alpha and beta

6 emitters even tested for at the waste pit.

7 The agency decision of no action is not

8 supportable, noncompliant with ARAR's and

9 therefore, unacceptable. The PCB aroclor-1260 in

10 concentrations of 1,470 micrograms per kilogram

11 alone would dictate enforceable remedial action of

12 exhuming contaminates to prevent further migration

13 to the aquifer.

14 The proposed no action is not acceptable

15 and under no circumstances should the State or EPA

16 allow DOE to walk away from the contamination at

17 this site. Contamination must be fully exhumed and

18 put into a RCRA fully compliant and permitted

19 repository andfor mixed TRU waste repository.

20 Auxiliary Reactor Area Chemical

21 Evaporation Pond. Once again, Department of Energy

22 generates a no action proposal without any

23 substantive information to support the decision.

24 The Auxiliary Reactor Area Chemical Evaporation

25 Area is actually an unlined percolation waste pit
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for chemicals and radionuclides. Sampling did not

include beta-emitting radionuclides.

3 Alpha and gamma isotopes are listed

4 without any quantitative contaminate values and

5 drinking water standards upon witch a reader could

6 reasonably make an informed decision on the merits

7 of the agency decision.

8 This chemical percolation pit is located

9 at the ARA area one, which is the site of the

10 infamous SL-1 reactor explosion which spewed out

11 1,100 curies and killed three operators. The ARA

12 has a long and sordid reactor destruct experimental

13 history including power burst reactor, gas-cooled

11 reactor experiment, mobile power plant number one,

15 SPERT reactors one and two, fast spectrum

16 refractory metals reactor, hot critical experiment,

17 fast transient reactor and related support

18 facilities.

19 In the plan narrative, DOE commits nearly

20 all discussion to trivializing the problem and

21 offering little or no substantive information. The

22 ARA facilities have extensively contaminated the

23 ground in the area. DOE expects the public to

24 accept background samples collected 100 feet from

25 the pond.
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Given ARA released 361,632 curies aver

its history, this choice for background sampling is

3 ludicrous. Adding insult to injury, DOS

4 characterizes these background readings as quota,

5 unquote, naturally occurring.

6 The ARA lies immediately up gradient

7 of the Big Lost River. As previously cited, a

six-member groundwater study team commissioned by

9 EG z C, an INEL contractor, was canceled after its

10 preliminary results showed that contamination,

11 quote, could move from IREL to the Magic Valley

12 within months, closed quotes. Their findings

13 revealed the presence of lava tubes which move

14 water rapidly through the aquifer and exit at

15 Thousand Springs on the Snake River.

16 Other DOE studies of aquifer

17 contamination plume movement from ICPP to CFA

18 between 1953 to 1958 document a seven foot per day

19 or half mile per year. Contaminate travel time

20 from surface disposal to the aquifer is

21 approximately four to six weeks or ten feet per

22 day.

23 The fact is that the aquifer is not a

24 homogeneous geologic structure, but rather a very

25 heterogeneous mix of different strata. Therefore,
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no generalized characterization about water

movement within the aquifer is valid. The entire

3 volume of the Big Lost River literally disappears

4 into the porous Snake River Plain.

5 MS. GREEN: Did we have anybody else who

6 would like to provide oral comments on either of

7 these two proposed plane?

8 (No response made.)

9 If there are no other comments, before we

10 close the meeting, I'd like, once again, to remind

11 you that the comment period is open until August

12 5th. And please feel free to submit any additional

13 written comments on any of the three plane we've

14 discussed tonight, if you identify additional

15 comments that you haven't already submitted.

16 I'd like to thank you all for attending

17 and participating tonight and hope to see you at

18 our next public involvement meeting. Thank you and

19 good night.

20 (PROCEEDINGS ADJOURNED AT 9135 P.M.)

21

22

23

24

25
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The following comments address two proposed INEL Cleanup
Plans for Test Reactor Area (TEA). The first Plan covers the
contaminated *Perched Waters under the TRA (June 92). The second
Moen covers cleanup of contaminates in the Warm Waste Pond

. Sediments at the TEA (duly 91) and the Warm Waste Pond Record of
Decision (1213/91).

The proposals (hereinafter referred to Jointly as the Plan)
have significant deficiencies. The*. problem areas are the
result of basic structural defects which includes 1.) Conflict of
interest in DOE/INEL setting its own cleanup priority tystem: 2.)
Lack of accountability and credibility in DOE/INEL managing Its
own cleanup program; 3.) Inadequate cleanup standards to protect
future generations; 4.) Inadequate enforcement by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Idaho3.5.)
Segmented approach to cleanup frustrate, a comprehensive
assessment of the collective contamination being reissued by ;01
the INEL waste sites.

The INEL. Cleanup Inter-Agency Agreement between DOE. EPA.
and Idaho, could have resolved many of the aforementioned struc-
tural defects. EPA and the State however did not demand adequate
funding, enforcement authority nor control over the cleanup
process. A detailed EDI analysis to the Agreement in available
on request.

Early staff reports to the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) in
194T were very critical of disposing of radioactive west* at INEL
over Idaho's sole source aquifer because of the inevitable ground
water contamination. Yet the ARC (DOE's predecessor) and DOE
ignored science and made political dentitions - clients* be dammed.
This flawed decision making process continua, today and must be
changed. Unfortunately the Test Reactor Area ITRA) cleanup Plan
is a continuation of this flawed process because DOE/INEL insists
that the leach pond continuo to be used until an alternate treat-
ment facility is funded and built.

EDI concurs with Congressional Office of Technology Assess-
ment's findings that significant fundamental policy initiatives
are required - involving substituting independent. external
regulation for the present DOE self-regulation over radioactive
waste management.iniltWilifli

1. TEST REACTOR AREA (TRA) BACKGROUND

DOE'. characterization that !NM's, "primary missions are
nuclear reactor technology and waste management" is not
accurate. US ReprementatIva Richard Stallings accurately charac-
terized INEL's programs as 801i military. As one of two
designated "Super-Sites" for DOE's Complex 21, INEL's mission

2
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will be nearly exclusively nuclear weapons production and °that,
military nuclear programs. This public deserver a more candid and
accurate disolosuro of 'NEL'. mission.

INEL's background discussion also fens to mention that the
Tint Reactor Area (TRA) has forty-nine Solid Veit* Manasamont
Units. These include leaohina onds, underground tanks, rubble
piles. cooling towers, waste injection yells. french drains, and
assorted spills where hazardous and mixed mutest exist.101'0111 A
reader of INEL's Plan might be led to baileys that the Vans Vesta
Pond and the contaminated Parched Vator are the only problem area
at TRA. Additionally, the pond has been in continuous use for 35
year.. 00111042M1O111

TRA's reactor fuel cooling canal at the Materials Test
Reactor bad a severs leak which was not drained and repaired
until a *aced* after it was discovered. This leak allow'd largo
quantities of contaminated coolant water to escape to the sell
below the TRA, but has not been identified in the Cleanup Plan as
a contamination source. The !artist contributor to groundwater
contamination under the ?RA woo the radioactive waiter injection
veil which was not closed until 1984. Discontinuing the use of
injection wells due to pressure from the State, increased volumes
of contamination in the leach ponds proportionally.

The Text Reactor Area (TRA) leads all other INEL facility
areas in radioactive solid waste disposal relative to curio con-
tent. DOE summary data between 1952 and 1961 cite 3,636,000 Ci.
of solid waste dispomed.WI0054-111 TRA supports the Advanced Test
Reactor, Advanced Reactor Critical Facility Reactors, Hot Cell
Facility, Nuclear Physics Research Program, Advanced Reactivity
Measurement Facility, and Coupled Fast Reactivity Mriesuremant
Facility Reactors.

2. Test Reactor Area (TRA) Perched Voter

TRA also leads the list of 1NEL facility areas for radioac-
tive liquid waste discharges. Between 1952 and 1981 TRA released
50.840 Cl. to the soil. This figure does not include short-lived
radioactivity with leas than 2-3 day half-life. 'IMAM DOE's
'not action' decision at 1M84's worst groundwater contamination
area la a clear indication that there will be no remedial action.
at other waste sites.

Idaho State University monitoring found TRA highest in
tritium concentrations. The else of the contamination plume
under TRA is larger than DOE acknowledges. Veil No. 65 south of
rand beyond aoknowlsdged plume) TRA had the highest results
ranging from 43,5000 to 48,200 picocuries per liter. I400mmtiMOVI

The State challenges DOE'e characterisation of the size to
the perched water contamination plumes because of the location

3
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and depth of the monitoring wells. The State'■ "review strongly
suggests that wells along the north and northeast margin of the
network are too deep to intercept or represent water level■ in
the perched water gone.' *That is, the perched voter sone may
extend farther to the north and northeast than previously
recognised' by DOE. 141 >l+errllltf3ll

TRA groundwater liquid samples taken by 0011 in 1991 for
;am& emitting radionuclides include the following concentration*
expressed in pion curies per liter (pCl/L): likkiiiiitritin Snarl
fella if MOW ad Wage 1411111111110111141.11112-111415 1414321

Nuclide Concentration
EPA 1976 Drinking
Viktor Limit

Number of
times ever

Cobalt-58 601 pCl/L
Cobalt-60 12 ,200,000 100 pC1/1. 122,000
Zino -65 105,000
Cesium-134 62,400
Coalum-137 21 .000.000' 200 105.000
Europium-152 106,000 60 1,600
Europium-154 130,000 200 650
Europium-155 20,400 600 34
Amoriolum-241 16.700 6.34 2,634
itanganose-54 336
Chromium -51 2 .540,000 6,000 423
scandium-46 4,140
Iron-59 2,600
Zirconium-95 11,500 200 57
Niobium-95 12,000 7
Ruthenium-103 3,970 1,000 3
Rhodium-106 4.080
Silver-108 14,400
Antimony-124 ISO
Corium-141 6,140
Hafnium-175 3.500
Hafnium-1M 136.000 1.170 117
Tantalum-182 3,180 7
Mercury-203 1,680
Curium-244 160
Plutonium-239 12
Uranium-234 520
Strontium-90 18.000 8 2.250
Tritium 3 .940.000 20.000 197

40,346,369

Cross Curie Concentration of above lint 40.246-369 oCi/L

• The currant CEPA, 1976) allowable limit in drinking 'water
for Cesium-137 in 200 pCi/L and Cobalt-60 is 100 pCl/L. TRA
Coalum-137 and Cobalt-60 concentrations are respectively 105,000
and 122,000 times over the allowable drinking water limit.

4
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TRA parched groundwater chemical contamination testing
produced the following Wetted results: UhliditimUm
I4oerd, liilitl4a I) 11112 1)

Xylones 31,000 ug/Limiorograme per liter!
Naphthalin* 3,100 mg/L(51111gram* per liter)
2-Methylnaphthalene 15,000 mg/L
Phonanthreno 3,300 me.

TRAP' 'mate injection veil (US03-53) oontributed 3.9
trillion gallons of contaminated liquid waste to the aquifer
between 1964 and 1982. 31,131 pounds of hinavalent chromium was
included in this waste volume. TAA's waste injection well (TRA-
05) released 148,000 gal/day or a total of 220 million gallons.
tidal Lifter WM-26I

3. TEST REACTOR AREA (TRA) URN VASTE POND

disclosure that, 'The Varm Vast* Pond is currently
used only for disposal of reactor cooling water containing low
levels of radioactivity', raises thou* questions' 1) bow low are
low levels of radioactivity, and 2) why is the pond still in rise
in violation of Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA)?

The *low level(' of radioactivity' the Plan deecribem as
currently going to the Warm Vast* Pond are actually not so low.
The service waste activity is allowed to average no more than
three times drinking 'rotor tolerance in any isotope with the
exception of very short-lived ones like Iodlne-131.'. 1100-11132O491
Even this disclosure does not account for the perched water
having concentrations such as cobalt-60 at 122,000 times the
drinking water limit. foopnOmitiilecisinUrlidlell

TPA percolation ponds, which rsplacod the injection well.
receive 33 million gal. per year. Between 1952 and 1974 these
ponds received 41,049 Ci. liquid discharges, or 83% of INEL's
total of 49,745 Ci. liquid discharges for the period. illti-1:0601-
11)id%.111-611 The upper two foot of the warm waste pond etill
contain 4.225 pCl/g of Cesium-137. 75.10 pC1/15 of Plutonium-
239/240. lium/00410041deiltbdiflosimibOdItilennON1N1 The high
volumes of water was duo to the 'moo through cooling for the
reactors requiring dilution. This also accounts for the high
chromium contamination in the groundwater because chromium was
used to retard corrosion in the reactor cooling systems. Tho
thrill* reactors CliTILETR, and ATR) discharged 55.353 pounds of
chromiumiVI). TRA pond algae registered 100 mR/hr. Ducks
(usually 25 at any one time) using the pond registered the
following radionuclide concentration.. 111)4011143461

5
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Euclid. Concentration Nuclide Conoen%rstion 
Cesium-137 890 pCi/s Cerium-141 390 p0116
Cobalt-60 540 " Iodine-231 18 *
Zinc-65 1100 ."

DOE colouIatod that an individual eating a duck would
receive 20 ere to the thyroid and 25 mRem whole body
vozpoaum.11114 State 'standard limit is 4 mRem/yr. Chromium
released to TEA pond. was SOO ppb. The standard at the time was
.05 ppb or 10.000 times over regulatory standards.M.0111.01

Continued us. of the Warm Vaste Pond clearly demonstrates
DOE'a misguided priorities and total disregard for environmental
degradation. DOE I. continuing to add radio/Lotto* contaminates
to a site which has been identified for cleanup for over flys
roars. She continued us, of the pond insures that water will
continue leaching previous contaminates further down into the
aquifer. Norisover the Enviropmontal Protection Agency (EPA) and
the State of Idaho are remiss in their respective enforcement
responsibilities for not closing down the Test Reactor Area
ponds. EPA and the State have full justification to deities,*
those ponds RCRA hazardous mixed waits sites as the following
paragraph illustrate.

"EPA is authorised (under RCRA] to issue a corroctivo action
order, which can suspend or revoke the authority to operate an
interim status Treatment/Storage/Dlaposal facility or to amok
appropriate relief (including an injunction) from a US District
Court. 1011 1111 lalso as ICH Smtlm NMI: 42 1E1 sr 1324101W hm. 19901

*Over the past 5 years. DOE haw gradually been required to
acknowledge that cleanup of the Nuclear Weapons Complex [includ-
ing 1NEL1 is subject to regulation by EPA (or the States) to the
extent that hazardous materials are involved or a site is placed
on the Euperfund'a National Priority List (NPL1. Until 1984, DOE
claimed that it was exempted from regulation under hazardous
meets laws such as RCRA because or its Atomic Energy Act
authority relating to national security and sovereign immunity
from State regulation. A 1984 Tennessee Federal court decision
rejected this claim and ordered DOE to comply with all RCRA
provisions,* 1011341 1e0log, Laial tathisisits1 Wotan, Fruiltiot v. liOl. 316 P. Sip,. 110
(3.0. Isis. 1E41

3. TEST REACTOR AREA (TRAIL) SMART OF SITE RISKS

The Plan's listing of contaminant' fails to list Iodine-129
and Plutonium-238, 239. and 240 which war, found in TEA leach
pond plankton in concentration ranges (CR') from 40,000 to
400,000. Distribution coefficients for Pm ispotopme in sediments
ranged from 13,000 to 150,000.1011/941t110391 Due to I-129's 17
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million year half-life, and Plutonium's 24 thousand year half-
life, these isotopes are considered permanent contaminates in the
environment by IPA.

The Plan also retie to quantify the range of contamination
in TRA perched water. EDI concurs with the State's criticism of
DOE for wring only the MEAN concentration Levels. Readers of the
Plan deserve more information than they "exceed federal fare
drinking water standards" or a footnote stating a standard of 4
mrem/yr. The standard for Cesium-l37 (not stated/ is 200 pel/L.

There le ao justification for DOE to eliminate from
consideration is the plan, radioactive isotopes which had half-
lives of more than five years. This also holds true for the non-
inclusion of Cesium (half-life of 30 yrs) In the exposure sinless-
ment. TRA Ilex imaedietsly (less than 2 miles) up patent to
the Big Lost River. Considerable uncertainty exlete as to
contaminate transport time within the aquifer due to the
existent.e of lava tubes etc. in a very non-homogenetic geology of
the Snake River Plain Aquifer. Moreover, DOE's contention that
"there is no current use of the perched water or contaminated
Snake River Aquifer in the vicinity of TRA" and the decision to
consider the potential use of the area for only a 125 years
period, is unjustified and unacceptable. Drinking water wells
for workers at the IMP and Central Facilities Ares aro only 2-3
mil+, down gradient from TRA.

A six member ground water study team commissioned by EChO.
en INEL contractor. was canceled after its preliminary revolts
showed that contamination 'could move from INEL to the Maio
Valley within months." Illoy.MB) Their findings revealed the
presence of lava tubes which move water rapidly through the
aquifer and exit at Thousand Springy on the Snake River. Another
DOE study of contamination plumes from ICPP to CFA between 1953
to 1958 document a seven foot/day or one-half mile/yr. IIIN-511164111-
ill That means that TRA contamination could reach the Big Lost
Haver In 2 years or less. The fact is that the aquifer is not a
homogenous geologic structure, but rather a very heterogeneous
mix of different strata. Thirster, no generalized character-
ization about water movement within the aquifer is valid. The
entire volume of the Big Loat River literally disappears into the
porous Snake River Plain.

The collective contaminate contribution to the aquifer from
all INEL facilities must be immediately evaluated. Decisions
based on each individual site are not ameemoing the total
contaminate load on the aquifer. Therefore, a true comprehensive
risk is not being assessed. Waste Area Croup 10 is designed to
cover the INEL site groundwater, but that investigation is not
scheduled until 1999.1M-ill In the moan time contaminates in the
perched water under various fecilitlei will migrate into the
aquifer whore no remediation options can be applied. No credible
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Justification can be made for delaying an immediate pump and
treat program for these contaminated perched water acmes while
they are still accessible. With gross curie concentrations
exceeding 40 million pine surto. per liter in TRAP* perched water
Zone, a no action* will likely precede other rites with less
contamination.

4. TRA RISE ASSESSMENT

Human health risk information appears not to consider the
combined cancer risks for non-radionuclide and radionuclide from
inhalation. Sipes the radionuclide component already *approachee
the upper National Contingency Plan (NCP) limitirlintH„ the
combined risks may push It over the limit.

*The carcinogenic risks due to the external exposure to
radionuclides were found to be significantly above the.recow-
mended RCP target risk range. "11110 This DOE statement, as with
ether vague un-quantified statements, deserves specific numbers
attached to it due to their obvious significance. EPA's
standards are nearly two decades old and do not reflect current
knowledge about the health risks to exposure to low levels of
radiation. Health researchers from all over the world have
demonstrated in their studies how non-protective the current
standards - particularly with respect to genetic damage.
Therefore, the conservative 1 chance in a million in setting
cancer must be used, not the 1 in 10.000.

Human health risks assessments additionally do not consider
migratory water fowl using the TRA waste ponds. 1-129 and other
nama-emitting nuclide in tissues of duck. from the Test Reactor
Area (TRA) leeching ponds have been known by INEL at least since
1981. (tunkflimko40:10-100 Other DOE studies than those preciously
cited state that: 'Consumption of a duck immediately after
leaving the TRA waste pond. would result in the predicted dose
equivalent of about 10 mien to en off-site individual from
routine INEL operations(008/ID-12082(86))."0014TA21INO0 008
acknowledges 1-129 concentration AVERAGES of .3 pOl/gm. IMMU

Despite the fact that DOE/INEL has known for a decade about
water fowl being contaminated in their radioactive waste ponds,
no public notice has ever been released. Plutonium-236, 239, and
240 concentrations in TRA leaoh ponds as previously cited has
been studied et length in a 1987 INEL report. This report stated
that, *The highest plutonium concentrations was found in net
plankton. Plankton concentrations ratios ranged from 40,000 to
400,000 for the plutonium isotopes and varied with sampling
dates. These values reflect to efficiency with which plutonium
is taken up by plankton.' Dummitml

The above Plutonium figures are relevant when considering
that the migratory water fowl are eating the plankton and moving

8
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off-site, and potentially into the Idaho diet. Two other DOE
sites - Savannah River and Oak Rids* have had problems containing
radioactivity on alto. According to the Office of Technology
Assessment IOTAl. INEL has not attempted extensive ecological
site characterisation. 'Although selected studio, have been done
an effects with potential relevance to the cleanup, there appears
to be no systematic attempt to inform the cleanup process through
***logical studies at INEL. The routine monitoring program
there, Is designed primarily to determine radionuclide pathways
to human receptors and includes very little biological
monitoring. Routine contaminant-level monitoring in animals is
limited to game animals obtained from road kills.' 101112111

Since the soil ingestion assessment for *cesium approached
the upper limit of the recommended MCP target risk range" Phsf31
1NEL must specify which "worst-case conditions" were used.
Since, "It could take over 400 years for the caesium to naturally
decay to an acceptable level", then cesium must be given
appropriate consideration. Plis011

DOE's statement that any wastes generated or isolated during
re-mediation activities "will be properly disposed of" is not
only inadequate, it is based on credibility that DOE no longer
can claim. Therefore, a full discussion must describe the
required "cradle to grave' waste process. "DOE's current decis-
ions lack credibility because of past failures by DOE and its
predecessor agencies to deal effectively with environmental
contamination and to make full public disclosure regarding the
contamination and its impacts.' mtslo

The fact that DOE has known since MO that it was contam-
inating the environment and deliberately avoided compliance with
environmental law, warrants challenges to its credibility. (111,1sm
Vint ?Hi IDS Muirloos Coalition Hi larlhotell According to the Off 1o. of
Technology Assessment of INEL, "Characterization work is
proceeding at a slow pace and is probably limited by funding.
Investigation and testing of more conventional stabilisation and
containment technique. could be pursued more aggressively."
10111341

The decision by the Agencies 4DOE,ID,EPA) to do nothing on
interim actions on the TRA perched water is an affront to common
eons* and demonstrates blatant disregard for Idaho's most
valuable resource - groundwater. Contaminated water in the
perched soned must be pumped and treated to minimise further
migration into the rest of the aquifer. The federal government
must never again be allowed to foul our waters end just walk
away. Billions of dollars currently being channeled into nuclear
weapons materiels production would more than adequately fund
environmental restoration such as a pump and treat. It is
unconscionable for Idaho & EPA to approve such a position.

9
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Environmental Defense institutes proposed pump and treat
Immediate action Is necessary because. "Contaminates may also
form or absorb onto colloidal particles, which allows them to
move with, or faster than the average groundwater flow. Plow can
result from an apparently unrelated force, such as the flow of
water end contaminates due to a thermal or electrical gradient
instead of the expected hydraulic gradient. Chemical reactions
and biotreneformation may scour, possibly changing the tonicity
or mobility of contaminatee. Some ociatamiastes dissolve and move
with the water; some are in the gas phase; others are nanaqueous
phase liquids: some are more dense than water and may move in a
direction different from groundwater: others may be less dense
than water and float on top of it." MIMI

5. TEST REACTOR AREA WARN WASTE POND
MERIN ACTION
Record of Decision

The TRA Warm Waite Pond Record of Decision (ROD) is
deficient. The ROD does not Include the immediate secession of
use of the TRA leach ponds. EDI supports immediate secession of
us. of the leach ponds in combination with pumping contaminated
perched water to a water treatment system for removal of ALL
contaminates.

EDI supports the ROD'. chemical extraction and physical
'operation of pond sediment contaminates. These separated wastes
must be safely stored in a monitored, retrievable form. However,
the remedy criteria for removal of sediments of 690 pCligM must
be equal to or less than the State standard of 4 mRem/yr.

6. TRA COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARAR's)

EDI challenges the Plan's statement that, "The sediment is
not hazardous waste as described in RCRA, based upon tests con-
ducted In 1990." Mull! Clearly the sediment Is s hazardous
mixed waste as defined by court challenges to DOE'. obfuscation
of RCRA definition.. DOE continues to circumvent RCRA
requirements which specifically specify safe handling, treatment,
disposal, and waste site closure standards, For instance, INEL's
Radioactive Vast. Management Complex (RWMC) Is where radioactive
and hazardous chemical wastes are continuing to be buried in
unpermitted, unlined pits which would not even pane EPA's
Subtitle D municipal garbage landfill standards.

The TRA pilot study goals state: 'Minimize or eliminate any
characteristic which makes the (warm waste pondl waste RCRA
hazardous, including treatment If necessary". OHM This is
indisputable evidence that there are RCRA classified constituents
in the pond, and DOE's goal is to avoid RCRA requirements.
RCRA closure requirements are further circumvented by not provid-
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fng a non-permeable cap on top of the pond after extraction
operations. This is important to keep precipitation from
leaching residual contaminates still suspended in the sub-soils.

The Plan brazenly proclaims without protest from the State
nor EPA - that. 'the new Hoed evaporation pond must be opera-
tional before magnificent cleanup can begin on cells currently in
use.* This statement clearly and unequivocally identifies EPA
and the State with complicity with DOE'. highest priority being
continued operation - not protection of human health and the
environment.

'DOE's various priority systems have certain fundamental
flaw. and have yet to prove themselves useful in decision-making.
The priority *chime used in the Five-Tear Plan groups activities
into four very broad categories. Most DOE activities fell into
some portion of the first two categories primarily. ongoing
activities..." 'Yet. at present. the greatest uncertainty
concerns the variables that should be given highest priority in
these systems - reducing health and environmental risks." 1411112•
1V

The priority system developed by DOE'. Office of Waste
Operations provide. the categories in descending order of impor-
tance for action and funding Category one DOE puts 'Maintain.
ongoing activities". IDE Into kninottOporatiouTelorlts Shia Tat slat, :Moo 11111

Once spin, DOE'■ priority system reflects the same mis-
guldrd emphasis on continuing 'operation" and 'maintaining on-
going activities' in priority number 1 over Its legal obligations
to comply with environmental regulations in priority number 3.
INEL's currant crisis can be attributed to it■ historic failure
to emphasise environmental compliance.

Placing formal agreements between DOE ■nd local. State and
Federal agencies in priority 2 shoed of its requirements to
comply with external environmental regulations in priority number
3 is inappropriate. These agreements could be lees restrictive
and less adequate to protect health, safety ■nd the environment.
For example. funding for ■ weapons production facility could have
a higher priority than complying with standards for radionuclide
emissions. depending on the provisions of a particular oompliance
agreement with a state entity.

Protection of the public. compliance with environmental
regulation. and environmental restoration must be priority
PERIOD. Beoeues of the inherent conflict of interest. DOE should
not be allowed to form its own priority system. Moreover, due to
the fact that other departments such as Defense. Interior. and
Agriculture also have massive contaminated sites requiring clean-
up, a standardized priority system needs to be Implemented. The
Environmental Protection Agency has been trying unsuccessfully
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for several years to convince the Administration of this need.
Public input and full public participation however suet be
included in developing any priority system.

Public confidence continuos to be eroded by DOSSe mlegulded
priorities and its lack of commitment to meaningful environmental
restoration and compliance with environmental mutation. DOE's
credibility is so low end the inherent conflict of interest so
great that another agency must be considered to undertake the
massive cleanup w expected to exceed $ 200 billion. Clearly, DOE
can not be trusted to manage cleanup funding when it is diverting
"cleanup" funding into nuclear weapons production programs.

7. TEST REACTOR AREA (THAI CLEANUP COST

Congressional Office of Technology Assessment (OTA1 recom-
mended that Congress 'authorise an institution other than DOE to
regulate those aspects of radioactive waste management activities
not subject to DOE authority. and over which no other agency has
authority, in order to oaken*, the credibility and effectiveness
of those programs." 1041101

"Hy limiting DOE 041f-regulation and providing appropriate
independent regulation of radioactive west. management at the
(DOE] Weapons Complex. Congress could provide a credible and
effective mechanism for addressing the lemma. problems. and
prospective solutions related to the safe treatment, storage, and
disposal of existing and future radioactive waste." 10110101

8. STANDARDS FOR DETERMINING "HOW CLEAN IS CLEAN'

Consolenticua environmental restoration of the INEL site
whore =Revive quantities of radioactive and chemical wastes have
been recklessly dumped will not occur unless clear quantitative
environmental standards are established. 'How clean is clean.'
The Environmental Protection Agency tried to promulgate standards
for high level and 'transuranic radioactive wastes in 1985 which
offered Inadequate protection. These standard, were challenged
by the Natural Resources Defense Council and were overturned by
the First District Court of Alveoli( In 1987. Draft standards
released in July 1991 with promulgation elated for 1993 are even
lose restrictive than the 1976 standard., and no-doubt they will
also not sustain another legal challenge. These trends are
nonmilitant with the Reagan-bush Administration', attempts to get
government off the backs of the polluters. The biggest polluters
being federal government facilities.

Office of Technology Assessment report atetme that; 'The
existing Federal guidance for protection of the public against
radiation is outdated, and the development of new guidance is
uncertain." It le uncertain when and whether EPA would revile.,
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their standards to reflect: 1.1 recent findings by the National
Research Council's Committee on Biological Effects of Ionizing
Radiation (MIR V report/ that the risks of low-level ionising
radiation are two to three time■ more serious than it previously
anticipated and 2.1 the draft recommendation by the International
Commission on Radiological Protection that the current radiation
limit for workers be reduced by 60 percent." Iffil40

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission in 1990 adopted polioy for
radioactive wait* below 10 millirem - declaring it "below regula-
tory 'concern" (BRC). According to this NRC policy, BRC waste can
be disposed of like regular garbage without regard for its radio-
activity. 008 wasted no time adopting the NRC's BRC standard
because it allowed them to write off huge quantitlee of defense
waste that might otherwise have been disposed of as radioactive
waste. Due to an overwhelming public out-cry. the BRC
classification has been temporarily put on hold by the NRC.

The federal government continuos to violate its obligation
to clean up its environmental disasters by setting standards
which will minimise clean up costs - not maximize restoration.
Risk minimization dictates that the establishment of environ-
mental standards be guided by considerations of health impacts on
current and future residents. 006 must assume that currently
sparsely populated areas wIli not remain so. Declaring largo
areas of land as *nuclear sacrifice zones* into perpetuity is
unacceptable - if not grossly unconscionable.

The National Academy of Sciences INASI offered standards in
A Study of the Isolation System for Geologic Disposal of Radio-
■ctire Wastes. This study used risk based approach for standards
Rotting. The HAS panel recommended that there be a limit on the
dove to the maximally exposed individual at any future time from
wastes buried in a repository. The NSA's risk based approach 1a
the most sensible and scientifically supportable approach to
standards. However the 10 millirem limit NSA recommended is far
too high. Recent epidemiological 'studies are revealing that
exposures at that level can cause serious health effects.

The public must be involved and able to fully participate in
clean up standards. This issue must be specifically addressed and
ample opportunity for public comment. The question of *How Clean
is Clean" is a question that the public not government agencies
must decide. Therefore. Congreevional hearings are needed not
only to address standards, but also the fundamental structural
issue■ concerning the transfer of cleanup programs out of DOE and
over to another agency or ■s Office of Technolosy Assessment
(OTA) recommends a new independent external commission.
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II . CAP r% Ire% 1 roma AL 2 J. t gess Aram 

Agency plans to cleanup the Central Facilities (CFA} Motor
Pool Pond fail to.accuratoly moknowledgo the source of. nor the
quantities of significant radioactive contamination in the pit.
DOE's plan stater only that: "On several occasions, vehicles and
equipment with small amounts of radioactive contamination were
decontaminated at the station." Concentrations of 8.41 pCl/i of
Cesium-1373 Americium-241 and Plutonium-238 at 9.46 pCi/1; and
Plutonium-239 at 4.29 pC1/1 aro not adequately accounted for.

For those who are willing to road the adminietrative record.
EG&G documentation says that: "long-lived fission products such
as Cesium-137, cobalt-60, and Strontium-90 may have been added to
the waste stream during decontamination of vokiclote.IWN1W1N3I
Also Petaesium-40 concentrations of 8.73, Load-212, and Radium-
226 are not acknowledged. Racumml Tritium contamination under
CPA ransom as high as 24.800 pCi/1 which means additional wanton-
Ination loading from motor pool must not be alloword.004mMOU

DOE's proposed Plan also does not accurately state the vola-
tile organic range.. Oak Bldg, Survey sampling found 2-but:mono
at 190 ug/ka; trichloroothano at 25 us/kgs toluene at 23 ug/kg;
methylene chloride at 460 us/kg; acetone at 85 ug/ka; totaohloro-
othlene at 76 ug/kg; and 4-methyl 2-pontanone at greater than
8,300 ug/kg. iibid.04-6&111 Nino of the organic contaminates
exceed EPA CRQL criteria. Over INEL's history, many accidents
and intentional releases made transport of contaminates oft the
site of aignifIcant a concern. Washing all vehicles has always
been standard operating procedure. Therefore, It Is not
surprising that those contaminators ended up in the Motor Pool
Pond. Clearly, the instillation of motorised washing equipment
made the process faster.

Risk calculations for worker exposure only allow for inhala-
tion at 5% and direct contact at la. This is grossly understated
du. to the close proximity of the pond to CFA. Both State and
EPA Fowls./ of the Plan challenge DOE statements that EPA risk
ornament mothodology guidance was followed and point out that
heavy oxtail: such as 811~ and selenium were not acknowledged.
Additionally, EPA challenges DOE's dismissal of the soil to
groundwater pathway for contaminate migration. EPA also
challenges the use of average values that is inconsistent with
EPA guidance requiring use of a 95% upper level confidence limit.
Cowlum in also not included in Exposure Assessment nor were alpha
and biota emitters oven tooted for at the waste pit.

Ths agency decision of 'No Action' is not supportable, non-
compliant with ARAR'e, and therefore, unacceptable. The PCB
Arccior-1260, in concentrations of 1,470 ug/kg, alone, would
dictate enforceable remedial action of exhuming contaminates to
prevent further migration to the aquifer.
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C. Auxf 1 teary pabia.c tar, Aram 

Chemical Evaporation Pond

Doc. again, DOE generates a No Action' proposal without any
substantive information to support the decision. The Auxiliary
Reactor Area URA/ Chemical Evaporation Pond Is actually an
unlined percolation vaste pit for chemicals and radionuclides.
Sampling did not include beta-emitting redionuolidee. Alpha and
gamma isotopes are listed without any quantitative contaminate
values and drinking water standards upon which a reader could
reasonably make an informed decision on the merit, of the Agency
decision.

This chemical percolation pit I. located at ARA Area I.
which is the rite of the infamous SL-1 reactor explosion which
spewed 1,100 Ci out and killed three operators. The ARA has a.
1ong and sordid reactor destruct experimental history including
Power Burst Reactor. Cap-Cooled Reactor Experiment, Mobil Power
Plant 01. SPERT &motors 11.2, Peet Spectrum Refractory Netals
Reactor, Hot Critical Experiment. Past Transient Reactor, and
related support facilities.

In the Plan narrative, DOE commits nearly all discussion to
trivialising the problem and offering little or no substantive
information. The ARA facilities have extensively contaminated
the ground in the area. DOE expects the public to accept
background samples collected 100 feet from the pond. Given ARA
released 361.632 curies over its history. this choice for back-
ground sampling is ludicrous. Adding insult to injury, DOE
characterises those background readings as "naturally occurring."

The ARA lies immediately up gradient of the Big Lost River.
Am previously cited, a six member ground water study team commis-
sioned by EC8.0, an INEL contractor, was canceled after its
preliminary results showed that contamination 'could move from
INEL to the Magic Valley within months.' filw.11101 Their findings
 led the presence of lava tubes which move water rapidly
through the aquifer and exit at Thousand Springs on the Snake
River.

Other DOE studies of aquifer contamination plume movement
from ICPP to CPA between 1953 to 1958 document a seven foot/day
or ene-half mile/yr. Contaminate travel time from surface
disposal to the aquifer is approximately 4-6 weeks or 10
feet/day. Immi-muon-nolum The fact is that the aquifer is not a
homogenous geologic structure, but rather a very heterogeneous
mix of different strata. Therefor, no generalised character-
isation about water movement within the aquifer is valid. The
entire volume of the Sig Lost River literally disappears into the
porous Snake River Plain.
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The Administrative Record lists the follosIng contaminates
In the ARA chemical 'pone'

Cesium-137
Cesium-134
Strontium-90
Cobalt-60
Plutonium-239
Uranium-234

297 pCi/g
11. 

p
4 pCi/g

297 g
8.14 pCi/g
2.6 pel/g
1.6 pCi/g

Methyl Chloride 26 u;/kg
Barium 293 mg/kg

112-11-1000114-16 t. 4-201

The proposed 'No Action' is not acceptable and under no
circumstances should the State or EPA allow DOE to walk away from
the contamination at this site. Contamination must be fully
exhumed and put Into a RCRA fully compliant and permitted
repository and/or mixed TRU vast. repository.
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Bruce L Schmalz

6445 Wend Lane

Idaho FeNs. Idaho sum

Mr. Jerry Lyle
DOE Idaho Falls Office
P.O. Box 2047
Idaho Fella, Idaho 83403-2047

Phone (208) 522-7176

July 14, 1992

4)telQikt,
vv4

--ro
Re: Reclamation of pond areas at TI1A-C7A-A&CP441 401

Dear Mr. Lyle:

This letter is to concur with the recommendations that no remedial
action IS justified.

In addition to the reasoning presented La your "solicitation for
comments," efforts to clean up ground water at other locations in
the country have not been technically or coat effective, and, in
some cases necessary; for example, water to be used for industrial
purposes need not meet drinking water purity. In the cases involved
herewith, the contaminants concentrations are already below
drinking water allowances. Use for any purpose is evidently not
Anticipated, therefore treatment action would seem foolish.

Interest was provoked by the contaminant concentrations in Table I
pg. A-7. Contaminant concentrations are expected to diminish with
depth. The concentrations reported for chromium and tritium shown
in Columns B and C contradict this assumption.

I have some difficulty reconciling contamination concentrations in
soil and water resulting from discharge between 1950 and 1970, which

reported in 1972 (MO-100479) and those reported in Table I follow-
ing another 20 years of waste water discharge.

With regard to the ponds at CFA and ARA, the "No Action" recommendation
seems obvious, to say nothing about "the risk calculation" based on
250 day exposure, which in itself seems unrealistic.

The "No Action" recommendations based on factual logic (common sense)
rather than response to political hysteria are gratifying.

sine sly,

L. hme r e9  

*W2-1
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Sary Adamson
E66 b 6 Idaho, Inc.
PO Dos 1525
KS 7124
Idaho Falls, Id. 63415

JUL V191

OMPIWIEWAL 1010011011

KOWA

Dear Mr. Lyle,

Se a systems engineer at TRA. Part o4 ay responsibilities are our liquid

malt* discharges. I agree with DOE's no action recommendation for reoediation

of the perched water tillage ender IRA. I do feel, ha 00000 that TRA should

recycle its cold (non-contasinatsoll east, water. i have submitted a
Construction project request to put a ******* osmosis unit in our cold east*

system. If we put our contaelnated effluent into an evaporation pond and
recycle the cold affluent, 05-901 of discharge to the perched water tables

will be elleinstod. The gaol is to dry up the perched water tablas and trap '

contaoinants in the soil column. This will reduce the risk to 'mean health,
cep. from tritium and chromiue, to negligablo much sooner.

I roalixt that future construction projects are not part a4 the proposed

action pion, but recycling liquid masts would be a lignificaot part of any

reemliation action.

"
6 y Adamson

P#-23W3-1

#W3-2
P-22
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111 Snake RtverAtitancea flax 1771 • SOU ID $J70: 2osis44-tto
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My name is Blan Holman. My address is 310 Bast Center,
Pocatello. I am a native of Columbia, South Carolina, and the
Savannah River Site is a familiar neighbor. For the past year, I
have been with the Natural Resources Defense Council, where I
spent a good deal of time focusing on the Idaho Chemical
Processing Plant and its high-level waste. I am working with the
snake River Alliance this summer and am speaking this evening on
behalf of its 1,200 individual, family, and business members.

Over three years ago, the Department of Energy promised to begin
environmental restoration at the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory. Since that tine, a steady stream of nuclear waste
has continued to enter Idaho. Sine* that time, not a teaspoonful
of IKIL contamination has been 'Owed up.'

In the meantime, government agencies have effectively undermined
their promises for.full public involvement in cleanup decisions.

Certainly, on the guise* there appears to be a banquet of
opportunities for public involvement. We have meetings--one
right after the other—on the Community Relations Plan, proposed
cleanup plans, the Site-Specific Plan. We even bear there are
plans to start *coping for a site-wide environmental impact
statement. There ems to be a whole lot of planning going on.

And there are agencies and departments within agencies eager to
tell us everything they think we need to know about every single
plan. Draft Records of Decision, of course, remain secret.
Without prodding, the agencies wouldn't even tell us the plan for
monitoring groundwater at the Test Reactor Area--125 years from
now, even though that is the proposed plan.

But all these meetings are, in reality, somewhat confusing,
laborious, and redundant; they will ultimately frustrate and
exhaust the public. Whether intentional or not, this balkanized
approach to public involvement serves mainly to dissipate public
participation, consuming the time and energy of public interest
groups that might otherwise be spent on more productive pursuits.

Why don't we regard these meetings as productive?

Blurred in the seeming abundance of opportunities is the tact
that no process yet exists that allows citizens to participate or
even be represented on the ;rout end, of the decisionmaking
process. Agency officials devise and present 'proposed
solutions," the public comments on these proposals, and then the
agencies decide what, if any, changes to proposed actions will be
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taken in 'response.' While this process nay occasionally--
somewhere on earth--lead to significant alterations in a plan, it
effectively precludes the public free challenging the basin
planning premises. 

One snob premise, set forth on page A-9 of the Perched Water
Plan, is the notion that the Department of Energy will retain
control over the Idaho National Sngineering Laboratory for the
next 125 years, 23 years longer than Idaho has existed as a
state. Who has decided that the /116L will be there for 125
years? Can they guarantee it? Did they ask the people of Idaho?

I doubt it. but the people of Idaho might just see a pattern
here. Does this projection mean that DOE will be maintaining
control over high-level waste in Idaho until the year 211T? Doe■
that constitute 'interim storage'? Would that the DOS had taken
such a long-range view when it put sodina-contaminated waste into
single-walled tanks. Or maybe it did.

For cleanup to go properly, the people of Idaho needs

SUBSTANTIAL PROCESS SHORN

(1) Cleanup decisions Cannot be left to the bureaucrats 
pad the tecbAocrats alone. These probleas are social, not
just technical.

(2) An Honest Commitment to Accoantabilitv to help restore
citizen faith in the DOB. Citizen input should be welcomed
and used, not tolerated then ignored.

(3) full Diecloeuts, of the environmental and health
concerns, risks, and hazards at the IWEL.

A RATIONAL POLICY FOR ENVIRONNINTAL PNOTICTION AT PBS 'NEL
The current patchwork of INEL *cleanup" policies is woven by
inter-agency politics and inevitably warped by the DOB efforts to
retain functions related to nuclear weapons is Idaho. We believe
an honest analysis of the environmental, health, and economic
issues involved in cleanup should include the followings

(1) No More Elute d)Quld be Allowed Into Idaho. 

(2) en-Site Waste Production Should be Reduced.

(3) on-Sit. Contamination Should be Handled Rationally 
a. Deal with Imminent Threats Immediately (HLW tank.)
b. Keep mobile waste from spreading
C. Use "interim actions' only if they reduce risk

without significantly complicating future reaediation

(4) Determine Cltanuo Standards Tbropah Public Involvement. 

1#W4-2
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1024 rest Fifth St.

Moscow, ID 83843

July 24, 1002

Jerry Lyle, Deputy Assist Manager

Ertvaonmental RestoreSon end Waste Management

DOE-kieho Head Office

Sox 2047

Idaho Fall, ID 03403-2047

Deer Sir

OW •

‘01

110311.11:0:"

This letter Is In response to the °Perched Wear System beneath the Test Reactor Area" plan

for INEL. I attended the public comment meeting held on Moscow on July 23, but was

unprepared to respond it that time. Since then thaw studied the documents provided. I

reepectfully request that you reject your plan of no action and proceed to develop a plan

based on considerations I shall present below.

My comments shall be in three sections: 1) general concerns that your planning process has

lost eight of the ewers,' seriousness of the environmental pollution threat presented by INEL,

2) specific comments about your characterization of the she and the model used to derive the

data upon which you base your risk easessmente, end 3) suggestions for an action plan for

the perched water system beneath the Test Reactor Area.

Becton 1 

First. let me say that I was quite surprised by the apparent philosophy of DOE, EPA, DEO

and Dames and Moore In your approach to the situation at INEL. We are In the Iasi decade

ot the twentieth century, the cold war is over, and the general pubic has major concerns

aboul environmental pollution and wants to do something about it Given what we've come

to understand about the functioning of our environment and radionuclides end heavy metals

as environmental !coils, INEL would never be located on the Eastern Snake River Plain ki

this day and age, even In the name of national seOurfty. From en environmental point of

#W5.1
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view, if was a mistake to have located INEL on the Snake River Plain and now that we

recognize k, we need to faire ail retuicemble action to ameliorate and *mode* the problem'

which it le causing.

Clearly, your philosophy end planning arms* were oriented to minimizing the recognition of

potential pollution problems posed by INEL end the perched water system beneath the tat

reactor area. Your philosophy should have been one of open recognition al the threats

posed by INe., with Its multitude al pollution sources, lasing to e reasonable romedlalion

plan for the perched water system beneath the test nectar ens. The major Issue is not the

interpretation of selected data about the potential hazard of arty given site at INEL - the

major Issue is that INEL poses a hugs risk to our environment and should be managed to

minimize the risk at any and all points.

Lest you have forgotten the overall characteristics of the INEL site, allow ma to state some of

the risks of the site that are obvious to everyone. Outside of a cm* of active volcanic

areas in Hawaii and the Metakins, there is no tailor area in the U.S. or North America th*t is

more geologically active then the Eastern Snake River Plain. Mathes* Craters of the Moon,

Just a few miles from INEL Witness the most recent basalt low on MEL about 10,030 years

old - just this morning in geologic Urns and enother could occur al any time. Witness the

Chalks earthquakes and the major earthquake zone Nat to the north of INEL with Idaho's

highest peak being actively pushed up. Is this a setting in which we should minimize the

potential threats of pollutants which will lest longer than these geologic events have been

occurring?

Next consider the tact that Eastern Snake River Plain Is composed of a hlgNy permeable

bedrock and sediments. The permeability data being fed into the flow model

notwahatanding, what other areas of the world do you know of where all the streams and

fivers flowing out of s major mountain system simply sink into the ground - not evaporate,

but drain Into the ithology? Take a look at the basalt of the Craters of the Moon, or along

the freeway behween Blackfoot and Idaho Falls - do these Jumbled, fractured masses look

Nke they're very restrictive to water movement? The ponds at the Test Reactor Area were

presumably constructed to take advantage of this characteristic before their potential threat to

2
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the environment was recognized. It is only reasonable to conclude that pollutants Introduced

kite the subsurface at INEL ere going to continua to madly percolate downward with the

water.

Finely, pleas* madder the overall situation of the water associated with WEL - water which

has the potential to carry the pollutants out of the INEL and Into our living .twit meat. The

situallen of the Snake River Aquifer is fairly clear. if the pollutants are leeched through the

porous basalt end sediments Into Vie settler, they are Wing to appear In our environment

sooner or later, which given the persistence of the pollutants being produced at INEL, means

we or our ancestors ere going to have to dial watt them.

But consider the sources of the water that might move the pollutants down to the ficitifer.

Even in a desert, sane rainfall rapidly moves below the plant/00ft zone and thenceforth

moves down to the water table. But more importantly to moat ci the McNees In the western

pert of the INEL- they are located In the floodpiain and mink areas of the Big and tattle Lost

Were. Drive through the INEL Vast expenses of basalt flows lightly covered with bees

deposits typify the area. Anyplace where there Is sinClent WI to allow easy cor$strudlon

and access., the sol and sediments we In fact primarily water deposited - end in most

locallons, there is some historical record of swine water being In the area.

Geomorophologically, there le considerable evidence that major foods have occurred on the

IHEL since the last basalt flow - enough to cover the Radioactive Waste Management Center

with 50-60 teat of water.

I shall reserve a detailed discussion of water sources for deep percolation with respect to the

problems of the Test Reactor Area characterization and modeling for the next section of this

comment.

To summarize the first section of my comments, however, I have pointed out that the INEL Is

a very unfavorable site for the production and storage of long-lived environmental toxins and

pollutants. The eke Is geologically unstable, Is highly porous, feeds directly into a major

aquifer, and has numerous potential sources of water to leech pollutant* into the aquifer.

These are generally recognized risks of the site. The governmental agencies and consultants

3
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who prepared the pion for the perched inter system beneath the test reactor area have not

adequately considered these overall drieraoledstics and risks a( the INEI. h conducting their

analyses. They should recognize outright that the sits Is a high risk tree for environmental

pollutants. They should focus their planning on management and remadadon that wit

mktirnize the potential for pollutants to be Introduced to the environment. A ̀No Action" plan

does not do this.

Section.

Next, I shell make a few comments about the cheraceedretion of the Test Reactor Area site

and the model used to develop the data for the risk assessment analyses of the perched

water tables. l hope that you recognize and readily admit that the site dnaracterIzelfon arid

modelang Mies your plan. If they are in otter at inadequate, the rest of the analyses for the

plan become meaningless. I shall point out when they am inadequate and may be In error.

The most glaring oversight is the failure to consider the general site characteristics in your

model development In section 1.1 have pointed out the general site characteristics which I

think are important. You note some of them, but do not use them either in the model or the

risk assessment. The most knportant sits chereeteristics with regard to the model and

anaytq presented, surface and subsurface water is they impact the Teat Reactor Area site,
are not even discussed in any serious manner. In fact, rather than using the known she

characteristics, 0.e., recent end strong geologic activity, high diversity end porosity of the

resulting lithology, arid geomorphic evidence of loading) to temper the modal results, the

assumptions used to maks the model work categorically deny t e diversity and Importance of

these landscape features.

The model is driven by the water Input boundary condition. No discussion nor analysis is

presented of the fact that the lest Reactor Area Is located on the loodpiain of the Big Lost

River, nor of the fact that there is considerable evidence of major catastrophic flooding in the

area. (From my knowledge of the eves, there is also rho poselblhy for subsurface lateral

water movement out of smeller drainage's of the mountains to the northwest.) There is lots of

room for discussion with regard to how these tents might impact on the potential de* of the

pollutants being deposited at the site. However, given the fact that the potential water hput

4
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drives the model and everything else In this plan, el potential sources of water input should

have been thoroughly discussed and weighted. They ire not

At the public session presented hi Moscow. the officials present dented that the Test Reactor

Area Is on the loodpialn 01 the Big Lost Ryer. chooeing the technicality of some '100 year

floodpialn boundary". Simple observation of an aerial photo of the site shows that at the very

Mail two of the ponds at the site we within the meander scar system or the Big Lost River. A

significant ;Minn of the pollutant plume Is under this same meander scar system. According

to documents I have read, it Is my understanding that virtually all the area within the meander

scar system of the Big Lost Aim is consklenial the current 100d &In of the river. You have

disabused clearly observable features and data by claiming that this pert of the meander scar

system Is above some hypothetical 100 year load plain without any data to Supped your

conclusions. Until you can one unequivocal 'Mews for your partition, which you do not In

the documents, the evidence from photos of the load plain dearly states the case that the

Test ReaCtor Area panda are on the current flood plain of the Big Lost River. The

Implications of this fact we Immense for any analyses of the potential to leach the pollutants

to the Snake River Aquifer.

Throughout the modelling effort, the assumption is made that water from the current course

of the Big Lost River is not impacting or Interacting In any way with the water In the deep

perched water table. Yet in your own analyses, you explain some anomalous data in some

of the test wells during years when the dyer was flowing as the result of water from the river

keepkig the perched water from Sowing out In Its nomad path. You have no evidence that

there is no Interaction between percolating water from the river when it's in Its channel (1.e.,

not even flooding) and water In the lower perched water table. In lad, in periods when the

river flows, II is a more reasonable assumption that there will be Interaction between the

percolating river water and the lower perched water table given the prOxlMity of the two

bodies of water. The fact that the flow model chosen for this evaluation cannot deed with

percolating water input from the river does not justify assuming that It wit not happen. The

reality which you have not dealt with in the plan is that there probably Is going to be

Interaction between percolating water from the Big Lost RIVer and the lower perched water

table at several intervals aver the next 125 years.

5
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In addition to the two hIghly probable water input sources just noted, there we other potential

Input sources whiCh need to be eddreseed In the plan. From a hycirogeologio point of view,

you have not been comprehensive in dealing with Menial inputs, in spits of the tact that the

Inputs drive the whole modeling effort and the subsequent hazard analyses. I shell not

enumerate twitter potential Inputs but note the your potential inputs we In enor 'amply from

the two discussed above and possibly from others.

Moving on to the water Inputs you have chosen to recognize ki your model — continued

leaching from the ponds and swipes rainfall — your results me simply unverlfiebis, and

therefor* in question. because you do not present the node by which the data are considered

In the model. To conclude. so you have, that the model is verified bemuse you ere able to

reproduce historical data within en order of magnitude Is unacceptable. We need to see

much more of how you were able to *mists tuts data. The groundwater modeling literature

Is replete with comments to the dried that one can reproduce data with *Wally any model II

enough parameters In a medal are adjusted My impression of the results of the modeling

effort used In this plan Is that it was simply a owe Ming exercise, with very its

consideration given to known data abOUI the VOL WO need SO See Midi more of what the

model contains and how the data were used before there can be much confidence in the

model results.

What we're Interested In at INEL is 1) whether the model reflects at a minimum what we know

to be happening In the ground water movement, whether, having used this Information, we

are able to reliably reproduce histortcal records, Ind 3) whether the model reflects reality wet

enough that we are comfortable projecting Into the future. Since we don't see the computer

code, or how and which date were used, we simply ciannot know this from the meats

presented In the plan. However, there are some clear indications In what Is presented that

the model Is not being used to meet 7 and 2 above, and probably is not appropriate for this

effort. At the very least, you need en independent, professional erialyele and verification of

the groundwater modelling techniques used for this plan.

The question of water inputs discussed above is certainly one of the major concerns of the

model. The model reproduces historical data which Is largely driven by water input as

6
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leaches from the ponds, which is presumably going to cease In the veer inure. Mat

verification is there that the model is anywhere close 40 accurate for simple low level rainfall

input, or high Intensity rainfall event Inputs, Or lioc41 event inputs, or interactions with river

percolate once 'sachets from the ponds ceases to dominate? These ln tact sail be the major

water Input sources when pond leaching ceases. it comes back to my conclusion that the

water input analysis for this modeling effort Is completely Inadequate.

For the model fitting effort, enough Inlormalion is given In the plan b lead to serious

questions about the procedures used. Apparently. one of the primary parameters varied to

make the model fit were the Kd velure* for each of the geologic layers. Typically, Kd values

we either measured In the field or laboratory-on the geologic rnatedele being modelled and

these values are entered end maintained h the model. It Is highly unusual*** model by

picking end choosing which geologic layers should have a Kd value assigned to It or not, and

even more unusual to vary these values to be able to it a model curve to the data.

Eteentelly, the modelers have assigned retention characteristics to the tool and rock

matedals to make the data It with little consideration that chemical retention Is an inherent

property of the geologic mated/J. Any historical data curve could be reproduced using this

method but what proof Is there that these Juggled values really reflect the true Kd values

the different materials? Very little or none.

Finally, in spite of ell its obvious detects and knit/okra. the model is used to chum out

Teaching and pollutant concentration values for 125 years Into the future. and these data are

used for the rest of the planning effort as though they are hard, real, measured data. In fact,

they we highly speculative and unreliable and deserve to be treated with a great deal of

reserve. At the very least, the modeled data should be used with variances or confidence

Intervals attached to them. As an example of what this modelled data might really mean, if

the model functions within an order of magnitude reliability (as noted to indicate the

'robustness' of the model), that implies that projections for leaching pollutants out of the

lower perched water table over 126 years Could Occur within the range of 12.5 years to 1250

years. 11 WI the projected solute leaching to the Snake Fever Aquifer occurs in 12.5 years, the

site is Ina very serious condition. Nothing hi the modeling effort incicates that this is not a

possibility. We al know that prolectione Into the future have a degree of unreflabiltly. It is

7
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Imperative that the modelled projections used In these analyses have a statistical relebihty

attached to them. Otherwise, they appear to represent lids more than wishful thinidng ar

scientific dishonesty, or both.

To summarize and conclude section 2, the characterization and modeling of groundwater

and pollutant movement at the Test Reactor Site we inerdequete, 11 not erroneous. Many of

the reasonable sources of water to leach the pollutants kno the Snake River Aquifer are not

considered In the report. The model used to predict pollutant movement is not presented In

any detail to allow analysis of its applicability or appropriateness. The Me information that Is

presented on how the model was used Indicate that it was used Ins very narrow, •curve-

Gilinp' sense to historical pond !sachete data at the Test Reactor Site with tittle regard for the

known geologic and hydrologic characteristic" of Snake River Main. The modelled data

used to drive the rest of the *rating effort are presented without any quantification of their

reliability In a scientilic sense.

In short, the &More of the plan have not convinced me that they know with any level of

confidence what is going to happen over the next 125 yews to pollutants In the perched

water tables below the Test Reactor Site. I have not addressed all the problems is see in this

modelling effort. At the very least, the site characterization and modeling for this plan should

be reviewed by an Independent team of professionals before the plan is adopted.

Section 3 

Finally, the above discussion leads me to conclude that a very different approach needs to

be taken to the plan for the perched water tables wider the Test Reactor Area. The

modelling effort presented in the plan documents requires too many simplifying assumptions

that do not reflect the reality of the Snake River Mein, There can be no confidence at al In

the modeled results of the potential effects on the Snake River Aquifer.

I recommend for the Interim that action be taken at the Test Reactor Area which relates to the

situation as we know It — major environmental pollutants and toxins are situated in perched

water tables which, unless action Is taken, will leach into the Snake River Aquifer. There are

a number of actions which should be taken Immediately to minimize this risk

8
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1. All of polluted water through the ponds et the Test Reactor Area should be

halted Immediately. It is against the law to pollute the environment with excic heavy

metals end redloriudIdes. The OPE and 1NEL are not outside the law. They must

slop dumping pollutants into the environment. There is no excuse for them to

00r/blue.

2. Every effort should be made to minimize or stop the downward low of water to and

through lhe perched water tables. This includes any further leaching of water through

the ponds at the Test Reactor Area. An impermeable geofabric or layer of kaolinilic

day should be used to cover the whole of the perched water table area, including a

reasonable margin beyond the area of the perched water table. All rain or flood water

leaching down through the sok to the geofabrIc or clay layer should be drained away

to the Big Lost River through a layer of coarse sand placed above the ger:stab& or

clay. Perhaps even the river should be placed in an Impermeable channel through the

area In proximity to the perched water table.

3. Immediate action should be token to begin massive pumping of the polluted water up

out of the perched water table. The water should then be purified and the toxins

transported and stored in a safe environment that can be monitored.

4. Future action may be required to pump liquid adsorbents Into the perched water table

area to try to remove more of the pollutants. Monitoring of the perched water table

areas and better controlled modelling of the pollutant Impacts will be required before

this action should be taken.

These recommended actione will go a long ways towards addressing the problems in the

Test Reactor Area as we understand them today. Monitoring and assessment of the

cumulative effects of all the pollution being generated at IN may lead to the requrrernent of

more drastic measures in the future. We cannot afford to take no action' based on the faulty

analyses presented in the plan being presented by DOE. We owe k to ourselves, our

children, and our world to be as conservative as possible in the preservation of our
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environment. A plan 'of no action' to reduce man-caused pollution of the Snake River

aquifer le simply unacceptable.

I respectfully submit the above comments for your consideration and request that you reject

the plan as presented by DOE If you viould Ike further Information from me, or clarification

of my comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Mr. Wayne Pierre

Mr. Dean Nygard

Ms. Betty Benson

Mr, Chuck Brosclous

10

Sincerely

Thomas V. Dechert

1024 East Fifth

Moscow, Idaho 83843

Tel: 882-0912
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70amen Varefut. Node.oad

MOSCOW. 104010 '4.643
•

.Comments on the following
propesed'eleah up plena at the =ELI

• Perched Water System bepoith the Test Reactor Area; '

* MOtor Pool Pond at the Central Pacilities Areal and

.* chemical Evaporation Pond'at the Auxiliary Reactor Area

submitted.by the League.of Yemen Voters of Moscow

"July 23,' 1992

The League of .even of 1lesee4 Is pleased to be Old to
present these comments in person at a public meeting held in
northern Idaho. The League is reassured by. our government's-
relcognition'of the public I right to the opportunity to
participate in the clean up pregame regard/ems of whether
the public cheesed to exercise that rightet.pny given time.
The League continues to requestlenguage in the INC, •
Community Relations Plan that will guarantee that at. least
one public, meeting on each cleanup project in the
northern,part of the_state.

•
League members attended a technical briefing held'in Moscow
on July 14,- and met on July 21, 1992 to prepare the "
following consents:;

Perched water Systole beneath the: Seat Reactor areas
The League ham grave reservations about thaproposed
decision to allow the contieinated,sedieents in the deep
water perched'pond to remain there., A,risk Aesesseent based
on mean concentrations.of contaminantais in danger of
understating the risk. This is of 'special significance
when the decision is to take, NO Action. The League requests
that the risk assessment be repeated based on a model that
considers the highest concentrations before a No Action
alternative be found acceptable,

The League requests written identifidatien of the specific
operable units under which each of the five ponds and basins.
listed au sources of the shallow perched water *viten will
be evaluated. This information was not provided in the June
26, 1.992 Dear Citizen letter. the League alit:Frei:Nests
written assurance that thatedineets in the shelled perched.
water system will be included in the RI/FS studieaforeach
of these operable unite. •

Ti4 lEACL4 oc WCIAll VC/TOM OF. MOSCOW SUPPOITM IC ME OF RECFc7E0 popea'
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The League objects to the continued use of the warm vests
pond and the cold waste pond in light of the decision to
allow the contaminants in the deep perched pond to remain as
a source of contaxiauktion to the Snake River Aquifer.

Motor Pool Pond at the central Ttoilitiee Areas
The League finds the risk to human health too great to allow
a decision of Mo Action at the Central Facilities Area Motor
Pool Pand . The League finds that the model's assumptions
at exposure for both occupational and residential uses to be
understated. Yet even with these understated exposure
rates, the risk to human health as determined by the risk
assessment model summarized in Table a of the June 26, 1992
Dear Citizen letterexceeds 1 in one million increased
cancer den "in all four scenarios`.' The league finds this
health risk completely unacceptable"' Only in those eases
where the Pio Action alternative would result in a risk to
human health of one increased cancer deepii-per one Million
people should the No Action alterative be considered. The
League vigorously and strenuously objects to the Mo Action
alternative for the Central Facilities Area Motor Pool Pond.
The League supports the option where sediments are removed,
containerized and stored in a monitored retrievable site as
required by RCRA.

Chemioal evaporation Pond at the Auxiliary *meet= Area:
The League has no commente on this proposed plan.

In cloning, the League formally requests that preliminary
assessments on Waste Area Group 10 begin immediately. The
League finds that it le not in the best interest of public
health to allow toxic, hazardous and radioactive materials
to continue to contaminate the Snake River Aquifer for at
least another seven years before the cumulative consequences
of these No Action decisions will begin to be evaluated.
Continuing evaluation of the cumulative consequences of
contamination from each subsequent No Action alternative
will allow for the earliest detection of an unacceptable
risk. This information should be included in the proposed
plans for every operable unit in each waste area group.
This procedure will allow the public to comprehend and tract
the cumulative risk of the clean up program as it
grog 

The League objects to the frequentation of projects into
unconnected operable unite as presented in the proposed
plans described in the June 26, 1992 Dear Citizen letter.
The public wants to see how each element fits together. If
a source of contamination or portion of a facility will be
considered under a separate plan or a separate operable unit
than these relationehips must be spell out in detail in the
information provided to the public. It is too unwieldy for

1#W6-4
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the public to chase down such vagaries as * Sediments in
thee. ponds, and the retention basin associated with the
Warm Waste Pond, as well as past contamination of the Snake
River Aquifer, are being further evalupted under the
Agreement as separate operable unite. (Tune 26, 1992, Dear
Citizen, A-4) The appropriate operable unit and time frame
for consideration suet be identified in the text or as a
note.

Respectfully Submitted,

Winifred Dixon
President

Mineur, chair
INEL Study Group

" r2.. tea.. kits%) faAA-da.-trai

0444 ,,4)11 
  sgt-

1";-1 3 el) 'tke-t 
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Moscow. Idaho

July 23, 1992

We do not feel that "No remedial action" is the proper solution
for dealing with the contamination In the Perched Water System
beneath the Teat Reactor Area. the Motor Pool Pond at the Central
Facilities Area, and the Chemical Evaporation Pond at the
Auxiliary Reactor Area.

Dividing the rm., into eo many waste area grouper. and thee. into
operable units, may make It easier to manage the investigations,
but all of this fragmentation does not provide us with the total
picture. Adding all the "below-riak" factors of all the operable
units of all the waste area groups together might result in a
level which should demand remedial action. It seems very
important to have a preliminary risk assessment of the whole area
in order to come up with valid solutions.

We wonder about the wisdom of averaging the concentrations of
contaminants found in different areas. Using the highest
concentrations would change the picture drastically. Revisions
in what is considered safe concentrations for these contaminants
have always been downward instead of upward, and it makes more
sense to err on the conservative aide if we cannot be sure just
what is safe.

Finally, what are "safe concentrations" for all of the
populations, flora and fauna. found in the INEL area. We do not
believe that the "cafe concentration" level for the harvester
ant, for example. is known--yet the conclusion is made that no
harm will occur to humans or the environment. Do you even know
how many species are in the environment?

Patricia A. Scott
943 East 6th Street
Moscow, ID 83843

Donald R. Scott
943 East 8th Street
Moscow. ID 83843
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`'j'16'j
INEL',2 background discussion also ai:s to mention that the

Test Reactor Area ITRAI has forty-nine Solid Valeta Management
Units. These include leaching ponds. underground tanks, rubble
piles, cooling towers. waste injection well, french drains. and

4c escorted opine where hazardous and mixed wastes exist. (SSP • 72)
A reader of INEL's Plan might be led to believe that the Varm Vast.
Pond and the contaminated Perched (later are the only problem area

i at at TRA. Additionally, the pond has been in continuous use for 35
years. (DOE/ID-12111 Q 391 •

1 .„•

CI & ir r.SCrek,

FOG A _ r

Carolyn Rondo

MA's reactor fuel cooling canal at the Materials Test Reactor-
had a severe leak which vas not drained and repaired until a decade
after it was discovered. This leak allowed large quantities of
contaminated coolant water to escape to the soil below the TRA, but
has not been identified in the Cleanup Plan as a contamination
source. The largest contributor to groundwater contamination under
the TRA was the radioactive waste injection well which was not
closed until 1984. Discontinuing the use of injection wells due to
pressure from the State, volume, to the leach ponds increased
proportionally.

The Test Reactor Area (TRA1 leads all other INEL facility
area .in radioactive olid waste disposal relative to curie con-
tent. DOE summary d to between 1952 and 1981 cite 3,636,000 Ci. of
solid waste disposed (ID-10054-811 711A supports the Advanced Test
Reactor. Advanced Reactor Critical Facility Reactors, Hot Cell
Facility, Nuclear Physic. Research Program. Advanced Reactivity
Measurement Facility, and Coupled Fast Reactivity Meesurement
Facility Reactors.

TRA also leads the list.of 1NEL facilities for radioactive
liquid waste discharges 183%). Between 1952 and 1981 IRA released
50,840 Ci. to the soil. This figure does not include "short-lived
radioactivity less than 2-3 day half-life, (Ibid. 0,141 The size of
the contamination plume under TAN is larger than DOE acknowledges.
Idaho State University monitoring found TRA highest in tritium
concentrations. Veil No. 65 south of (and beyond acknowledged
plume] TRA had the highest results ranging from 43.5000 to 48,200
picocuries per liter. ('90 Oversightf21)

The--StatehaliItDOE's characterizationof thesizetoth

I perch water contamination plumes builyse,of the location depth
of the monitoring wells. The State"k --'r4iiew strongly suggests that

il wells along the north and northeast margin of the network are too
deep to intercept or represent water levels in the deep perched

) water zone." "That is, the deep perched water zone may extend
, farther to the north and northeast than previously recognized" by

DOE. (91 Oversight031)

L----- TRA percolation ponds, which replaced the injection well.
receive 33 million gal. per year. Between 1952 end 1974 those ponds
received 41.049 Ci. or 835 of INEL's total of 49.745 Ci. for the

53
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'Over the past 5 year*. DOE has gradually been required to ac-

knowledge that cleanup of the Nuclear Veapons Complex (including

INEL1 is subject to regulation by EPA (or the States) to the extent

that hazardous materials are involved or a site is placed on the

Superfund's National Priority List INPL1. Until 1984. DOE eleimed

that it was exempted from regulation under hazardous waste laws
such as RCRA because or its Atomic Energy Act authority relating to

national security and sovereign immunity from State regulation. A'
1984 Tennessee Federal court decision rejected this claim and ,
ordered DOE to comply with all RCRA provisions.' IOTA 0 341 (cit-

ing. Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation v. Hodel, 566 F.

Supp. 1163 M.D. Tenn. 19841

3. TEST REACTOR AREA (TRAI SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

The-P-14.0:_a-tiothutof contsminante fails to hist 4odine-129
and Plutoniu -and 940._whick. were -found -in IRA leach pond

..joensaptration roues (gEisl.from 40.000 to 400..000.
letribution coeffIZI4mtii-ror PM isotopes in sediments ranged from

13,000 to 150,000.IDOE/ID-12111 0391 Due to  1-129's 17 million
yeLi.„-_.half-ilra and Pluteolum:s_24114:year helf=ilfe• three
isotopes art considermdnemitneitt_Sontaminataaj•n the envir-odniChtel(----_,-

-61-EPA. 
__- •

4 
The Plan also fails to quantify the range of contamination in

IRA perched water. EDI concurs with the Stater:Leritteient_stLog.,
fqxesinaenlx_IlaAllal_Agecentratils.lkReadere of the Plan

461111%;111
112-4444-44441441441ederal 

1144,r water stands ' or a C , a sten ar o 4
m a . not st . Ail" . 

trrs-Plac over the drinking water stan-
dard-, AmericiumA41 is 140 times over; Strontium-90 is 570 times
Over; ali71-119-rTUerlIFlgrElllea-mver the drinking water standard.

There is no justification for DOE to eliminate radioactive
isotopes which had half-lives of more than five years. and non-
Inclusion of Cesium {half-life of 30 yrs) in the exposure assess-
ment. TRA lies immediately (less than 2 miles) t_12..Aradient to the
Big   unc

within.theaquifer_due to.the earitince of lava
tu.ee e . n a very_peiemhpmegenetic_geology of the Snake River

,Elein Wg'scontention that "there is no
curs go"ot 'the perched water,-OrCOntiminated Snake River
lkql.aLer in the-Vititilfty -If-tar_iiiriblit'Only considered use of the

a in-Tn-yeara-ii tmilm11111d!and unacceptable.

A six member ground water study team commissioned by EG&G. an
1NEL contractor, was canceled after its preliminary results showed
that contamination "could move from INEL to the Magic Valley within
months." 1Aley. 19801 Their findings revealed the presence of lava
tubes which move water rapidly through the aquifer and exit at
Thousand Springs on the Snake River. Another DOE study of contna-

55
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ination plumes from ICPP to CF& between 1953 to 1958 document a
seven foot/day or one-half mile/yr. IERDA-5316 e111-81] That means
that TRA contamination could reach the Big Lost River in 2 years or
less. The fact is that the aquifer is not a homogenous geologic
structure, but rather a very heterogeneous mix of different strata.
Therefore no generalized characterization about water movement
within the aquifer is valid. The entire volume of the Big Lost
River literally disappears into the porous Snake River Plain.

4. /RA RISK ASSESSMENT

Human health risk information appears not to consider the com-
bined cancer risks for non-radionuclide and radionuclide from
inhalation. Since the radionuclide component already 'approaches;
the upper National Contingency Plan INCP/ limit'IPlan 031. the
combined risks may push it over the limit. 1

"The carcinogenic risks due to the external exposure to radio-
nuclides were found to be significantly above the recommended NCP
target risk range."1Ibid1 This statement. as with other vague un-
quantified statements, deserves .pecific numbers attached to it due
to their obvious significance. 1?A's..standards are nearly two

i decades old and do not reflec lo . the health

,conservative I hence in 10.000 chance in gettill cancermust be 
r

use . e in a mi . _

migratory water

Physics 40: 173-1811 "Consumption of a duck immedi

DOE acknowledges 1-129 concentration AVERAGES of .3 pCi/gm.

ate y after leaving the TRA west, ponds would result in the pre-
dicted dose equivalent of about 10 mrem to an off-site individual
from routine INEL operatione(DOVID-12002(8611."(DOE-ID-1211l,361

IROD0351

Human health risks assessment additionally do not consider

Area MA/ leaching ponds have been known by INEL at least since

migratory water foul using the TRA waste ponds. 1-129 and other
ama-emitting nuclide in tissues of ducks from the Test Reactor

Despite the fact that DOE/INEL has known for a decade about
water foul being contaminated in their radioactive waste ponds, no
public notice has ever been released. "DOE has historically
avoided public notification of releases from the weapons plants and
their possible health effects. This practice has created substan-
tial public distrust of DOE's methods and motivation." IOTA • 5-91

n. Thereon)

'--- Plutonium-238. 239. and 240 concentrations in TRA - leach ponds
as previously cited has been studied at length In a 1967 INEL
report. This report stated that, 'The highest plutonium concentra-
tions was found in net plankton. Plankton concentrations ratios
iranged from 40,000 to 400,000 for the plutonium isotopes and varied
!with sampling dates. These values reflect to efficiency with which
plutonium is taken up by plankton.' IDOE/ED-12111 0391

1:-----
56
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The Masao Plutonium figures are relevant when considering that
he migratory water foul are eating the plankton and moving off-
it.. and potentially into Idahoan'. diet. Two other DOE sites -

Savannah River and Oak Ridge have had problems containing radioac-
tivity on site. •

According to the Office of Technology Assessment INEL
has not attempted extensive ecological site characterization.
"Although selected studies have been don. on effects with potential
relevance to the cleanup. there appears to be no systematic attempt
to Inform the cleanup process through ecological studies at INEL.
The routine monitoring program there. is designed primarily to
determine radionuclide pathways to human receptors and includes
very little biological monitoring. Routine contaminant-level
monitoring in animals is limited to gam. animals obtained from road
kills." IOTA 0 2051

Since the soil ingestion assessment for 'cesium approached the
upper limit of the recommended NCP target risk rens*" [Plan • 31
1NEL must specify which 'worst-case conditions" were used. Wale it
a hot, dry, day, down-wind? "It could take over 400 year. for the
cesium to naturally decay to an acceptable level.' IPlan • 71

 equate._
4....clalm. Therefora--4-4m4-1-4-i-acwee4ca-must-daserike the require

credibility 
write process "DOE'. current decielons lack

credibility because of past failures by DOE and its predecessor
agencies to deal effectively with environmental contamination and
to make full public disclosure regarding the contamination and its
impacts." IOTA • S-I4]

The fact that DOE has known for decades that it was contam-
inating the environment and deliberately avoided compliance wilt,
environmental law, warrants challenges to its credibility. Accord-
ing to the Office of Technology Assesement of INEL, "Characteriza-
tion work is proceeding at a slow pace and is probably limited by
funding. Investigation and testing of more conventional stabi-
lization and containment techniques could be pursued more aggres-
sively.' IOTA 0 341

„..."
Ihk-Aticision_14-tha Agencies {DOE,ID,EPA} to do nothing on

1.----- 

kal,±tam_....c11,,p. .e.... th. TRA perched water is aW-7al-romt-to-05Mhon
Lease amd-damenst,pete.r.--blat-en4-444peeas.d for I4alveLs--en.st viluable
resource - groutlAwAtmg0 ontaminated water 'n t ched zones
'must be pumped and treat* o m n mize urther mi.ration tato the
r .ms..s,. .. ganilmuitarumillifria.. -.'

pOE'e statement that any wastes generated or Isolated during
re-mearattaw-gEtivities 'will be VMFI o ly

SO'

allowed t. . honeys currently 
ing channeled into nuclea ' ' ore than,

ma13,!_pilv fu  d environmental restore
rt is unconscionab -1-EP-404-1.0-_ap.grstycsuch a on.

Z fZ \ 14.1,44, ,f.V4)
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c.

.44194e 4.714mede Ikeen4 dj 7/44e..64i
MOSCOW. WAHO 03043

514 East Horton Street

July 24, 1992 •

. Dean Nygard, Acting Federal Pecilities,Program Manager
Idaho Division of Environmental Quality
1410 N. Hilton
Boise, Idaho 43/20-9000

Subject: Request for an extension of the comment period on
the Proposed Plan for the Motor'Pool Pend at the
Central' Facilities Area; and

Request that the public be notified of the error
in the reported risk  ent data in the Jude
26, 1992 Dear Citizen letter .

Dear Mr. Nygard:

Please accept this letterne an official,request far a
thirty (30)• day exteneion of the comment period on the.
Proposed'Plan for the Motor"Pool Pond at the-Central
Facilities Area., This ties extension is requested in order
for the three agencies to notify the public of a substantial
error in the .reported risk assesasent 'summary data in Table
2 of the June 26, 1992 Dear Citizen letter. This error came
to light at the public meeting held in Moscow on July 23.
.To our knowledge, those members of the public who were not
in attendance at that meeting have noway of knowing the
.information on which.theyare making, their comments is in
error. Therefbre, thp League'also- regueststbat the public
be notified of the error and provided with the correct data.:

61.,rmly,
....,

e1.7 minetir - ,-
Chair, INVM.INEL Study Group

;/Lynn -,

copy: Winifred Dixon..President

11( u.Ar..uf be MOAN VOTERS OF MOSCOW SAKAI Rik Vg Of ASCOCIAD P
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